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INTRODUCTION 
Although several decades of research involving one or more aspects of 
teacher effectiveness have resulted in little agreement in defining and 
evaluating good teachers and even less on evaluation of teacher perform­
ance, the importance of this issue has not diminished. Rather, it has 
taken on new impetus with the demand for educational accountability, the 
emphasis on flexible, individualized teacher education programs, and the 
emergence of teacher certification based on demonstrated competencies. 
There are currently 30 states that are actively involved in either Compe­
tency-Based Teacher Education programs (CBTE) or in Competency-Based 
Teacher Certification (CBTC), and several authors indicate this trend will 
continue (Roth, 1972; Burdin and Reagen, 1971; Smith, 1971; Clarke, 1971; 
Peck and Tucker, 1973). 
One impact of the "educational accountability" movement has been to 
influence teacher preparation institutions to evaluate and revise their 
teacher education programs. An important component of CBTE as well as 
other teacher education programs is the student teaching experience or 
field experience which enables the student teacher to integrate all aspects 
of his training (Woodruff, 1960) and to participate in direct, supervised 
experience with the pupils (Matters and Halstead, 1962). In a review of 
research on student teaching, Davies and Amershek (1969) indicate 
a great feeling of urgency to expedite the study of student 
teaching; given its ascribed importance in teacher education, it 
is alarming to find as little systematic research directly 
related to it. Discussion and descriptive reports are plentiful 
but comprehensive basic study of the process involved is lack­
ing (p. 1384). 
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Surveys of student teaching practices indicate the student teaching 
experience continues to be an important segment of teacher education pro­
grams. Eighty-nine percent of the student teachers teach in 
public or private school systems. While the length of time designated for 
student teaching varies from five weeks to one year, most of the student 
teachers are in the classroom 8, 12, or 16 weeks (Kranso, 1972). 
In the ten Model Teacher Education programs funded by the United 
States Office of Education, field experiences or clinical experiences were 
stressed, and periods of time for students to practice teaching techniques 
were provided in cooperating schools. In his review of the Model Teacher 
Education program, Clarke (1971) summarized; 
Student teaching as usually conceived is not the vehicle for 
graduated practice chosen by the model makers....However, there 
is no doubt that gradual conceptualization-practice is a promi­
nent feature of the model teacher education programs of the late 
1960's (p. 134). 
As in the Model Teacher Education programs, current CBTE programs have 
a built-in element of time flexibility in terms of learning packages or 
modules which allows the student to progress through the program at his or 
her own rate. The exception to this flexible time concept is the student 
teaching experience. With the CBTE programs as well as with the tradi­
tional teacher education programs, decisions regarding the length of time 
for student teachers to be off campus in the cooperating schools are made 
prior to the placement of student teachers, and once the student teachers 
are enrolled in a student teaching experience, they are expected to fulfill 
the pre-determined time requirement. Since learners progress at different 
rates and teacher education programs are being designed to be flexible and 
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individualized, the duration of the student teaching experience should also 
be flexible in order for it to meet the needs of the individual learners. 
The Home Economics Education Department at Iowa State University is 
currently involved in a study of program and curriculum revision, part of 
which involves the feasibility of a CBTE program with an individualized 
approach. As part of the departmental project, this study will focus on 
time flexibility in the student teaching period and its impact on the stu­
dent teacher. 
The Home Economics Education Department at South Dakota State Univer­
sity is involved in a similar process of program and curriculum revision 
and has accepted the same student teacher competencies required for comple­
tion of the program. Therefore, it seemed feasible to collect data on stu­
dent teachers in both institutions since this would provide a larger sample 
for the study. 
Purpose of the Study 
Home economics student teachers from Iowa State University and South 
Dakota State University participated in the present study, which was 
designed to investigate the level and profile of change in student teacher 
competencies during the student teaching experience. Specific objectives 
for this study were; 
1. To adapt or develop an evaluation instrument that can be used to 
measure competencies designated as essential for beginning home 
economics teachers. 
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2. To determine if student teachers exhibit the designated teacher 
competencies at different time intervals during the student teach­
ing experience. 
Background of the Study 
Rating scales seem to have been used more than other measures to 
obtain quantitative appraisal of student teaching (Bradley, Owen, 
Washington, and Kinney, 1960), and they appeared to be the best method of 
evaluating student performance (Gritzmacher, 1967). 
One such rating scale. Evaluation of Student Teaching in Home Econom­
ics (ESTHE), was developed for use at the Iowa State University Home Eco­
nomics Department by a committee of home economics supervising teachers and 
college faculty in 1964. fhfr 21-item inventory was designed to measure the 
student teacher's achievement as related to 18 professional competencies 
and four personal qualifications. A five-point scale was selected to indi­
cate the degree of achievement with a score of one indicating low achieve­
ment and a score of five indicating high achievement. The items selected 
for the ESTHE were based upon the concepts and generalizations developed 
for home economics teacher education by a group of representative home 
economics teacher educators (AHEA, 1964). The ESTHE was revised in 1967 
using the results of a subsequent seminar (Kreutz and Anthony, 1966) 
involving a similar group of home economics teacher educators. 
Forgrave (1970) investigated the usefulness of the ESTHE as a crite­
rion measure of student teaching in home economics at Iowa State Univer­
sity. A measure of criterion-related validity as evaluators of student 
teaching competencies in home economics was indicated in four subscales of 
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ESTHE items. However, she suggested that some of the items in the ESTHE 
identified by the clusters and the isolate be revised to measure more pre­
cisely defined competencies of home economics student teachers. A more 
thorough discussion of this study is reported in the review of literature. 
The periodic revisions of the ESTHE have been made by committees consisting 
of cooperating teachers, college supervisors, interested faculty members, 
and student teachers. 
The current undergraduate home economics program at Iowa State Univer­
sity is divided into five general areas: 1) philosophy, 2) programs, 
3) learners, 4) environment, and 5) teaching-learning process. In order to 
gain a visual perspective of the program, a graphic model of the teacher 
education program was developed by participants in an evaluation seminar in 
the Home Economics Education Department at Iowa State University in 1973 
(see Appendix B). Each area is subdivided into concepts pertinent to the 
body of knowledge necessary for the prospective teacher. 
Conceivably, the prospective teacher progresses through the teacher 
education program, beginning at the sophomore year, and continues until the 
senior year when the teaching-learning process provides an opportunity for 
the student teacher to practice and develop teaching competencies that will 
be acceptable for certification as a beginning teacher. As the model indi­
cates, the education of a teacher does not end with the bachelor's degree 
and the initial teacher certification. Rather, the education of a teacher 
continues throughout his/her professional life, through formal and informal 
continuing education. 
As an outgrowth of this concept developed in the evaluation seminar, a 
departmental research study was undertaken to determine the feasibility of 
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a CEE program. To begin, a one-day workshop was sponsored involving a 
selected group of cooperating teachers, college supervisors, public school 
administrators, and graduate students. This group met in March, 1973, to 
examine the teacher education model and the home economics teacher educa­
tion program with its underlying concepts and generalizations. In addi­
tion, the course objectives were evaluated in terms of potential and feasi­
ble student teacher competencies (Hughes, 1974). 
It was possible to investigate only one of the five areas of the 
undergraduate home economics education program, and the teaching-learning 
process was selected. This section, which included the micro-teaching and 
student teaching experiences, seemed the most logical place to start in 
developing a CBE program. 
This study is concerned with the student teaching aspect of the teach­
ing-learning process and will seek to identify items that can be useful for 
CBE programs and to determine if student teacher competencies improve dur­
ing the student teaching experience. 
An assumption was made that since the objectives and generalizations 
of the home economics teacher education programs at Iowa State University 
and at South Dakota State University were similar, the student teachers 
from both institutions could be assessed by the same criterion measures. 
This study is limited geographically to home economics student teach­
ers in Iowa and South Dakota; the sample will include only those home eco­
nomics student teachers from Iowa State University who did their student 
teaching in Iowa and student teachers from South Dakota State University. 
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Another limitation of this study is that the policies and procedures 
of assigning student teachers to cooperating schools did not permit random 
assignments of the student teachers to the cooperating schools. 
Definition of Terms 
The definition of terms related to student teaching used in this study 
are consistent with the recommended terminology of the Association of Stu­
dent Teaching as adapted by Andrews (1964). 
Student teaching 
A period of consecutive weeks of guided teaching wherein a college 
student assumes responsibility for directing the learning of pupils within 
a school setting. 
Student teacher 
A college student who is assigned to a student teaching experience. 
Teaching center 
A school which provided facilities for the student teaching experience. 
Cooperating teacher 
A regular school teacher of pupils who guides and directs the work of 
a student teacher with the same pupils. 
College supervisor 
A college faculty member who visits the teaching center periodically 
and works with the cooperating teacher in guiding and assessing the student 
teacher. 
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PBTE/CBTE/CBE 
Performance-Based Teacher Education/Competency-Based Teacher Education/ 
Competency-Based Education are defined to include knowledge, performance, 
and values related to initial and continuing professional education of 
teachers. CBE will be used in this study except in instances where studies 
reviewed use the terms PBTE or CBTE. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Student teaching is required in all states for initial certification 
of persons entering the teaching profession, either as a part of an 
approved program system or as part of specific credit requirements for cer­
tification. However, with the current demand for educational accountabil­
ity, an alternate procedure for certification is now being considered 
wherein a prospective teacher will be required to demonstrate specific com­
petencies for teacher certification. 
This emphasis on accountability has influenced a rapid growth in Com­
petency-Based Teacher Education Programs (CBTE). Common to all CBTE pro­
grams are concepts of student-centeredness, individualization, flexibility, 
self-instruction, and field-centeredness. While the CBTE programs promote 
the elements of flexibility and individualization to the extent that stu­
dents can progress through the program at their own rate, the student 
teaching experience is the exception. Presently, the time designated for 
the practice of teaching in CBTE programs, as well as other teacher educa­
tion programs, is determined prior to the student teacher's placement in 
the cooperating schools. Although the length of time the student teacher 
is required to be in a cooperating school varies from five weeks to one 
year, no studies were found that supported the value of one time over 
another. Nor were any studies found that involved a flexible time for the 
student teaching experience. 
This study is designed to focus upon the assessment of home economics 
student teachers' competencies at different time intervals during the stu­
dent teaching experience. Since no studies were found that involved a 
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flexible time for student teaching, this review will be limited to the 
development of Competency-Based Education (CBE) in home economics and to 
selected studies concerned with the identification of student teacher com­
petencies and the assessment of student teaching. 
Competency-Based Education (CBE) 
Although home economics teacher educators have been working with iden­
tifying behavioral outcomes of home economics student teachers for several 
decades, the Competency-Based Teacher Education (CBTE) movement did not 
originate in home economics. It began to gain momentum in education as 
Performance-Based Teacher Education (PBTE), partially in response to the 
demand for accountability in education. In 1971, the American Association 
of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) published the first in a series 
of twelve publications designed to expand the knowledge base about issues, 
problems, and prospects regarding performance-based teacher education 
(Elam, 1971) . Since then a myriad of articles and books bave also been 
published, and the issue has been debated in several educational journals. 
It is not within the purpose of this review to expand on the history of 
CBTE; however, it is pertinent to examine the present status of CBTE and 
the extent of the involvement of home economics in the CBE movement. 
Therefore, the literature in this portion of the review will address itself 
to these topics. 
Status of PBTE/CBTE 
The controversy over the use of the term "Performance-Based Teacher 
Education" was investigated by Lindsay (1973) who suggested that an urgent 
need exists to examine PBTE as a slogan because it is already serving as 
both stimulant and irritant. Because, in time, slogans often lose their 
original purpose as a rallying symbol and tend to be interpreted literally, 
they frequently tend to become considered as doctrines. When this happens, 
it is essential to evaluate the slogan and its implications. Lindsay 
(1973) maintains this has happened to PBTE and that performance-based 
teacher education reveals several confusing interpretations when it is 
examined step by step. 
Confusion occurred as people became personally and professionally 
Involved in the PBTE movement. Opposing interpretations of the words "per­
formance," "teacher," or "teacher education" have caused friction as pro­
grams began to be designed and implemented, and performance seems to be the 
term that has created the most dissention. Performance implies action. 
Yet, while what a teacher does in a classroom is important, it is widely 
recognized that classroom performance is not the only facet of teaching 
that contributes to the total concept of a professional teacher. 
This concern over the limiting concept of the word performance in PBTE 
has caused a growing number of educators to use the phrase "Competency-
Based Teacher Education." Lindsay (1973) agrees with this trend, for it is 
"Competence that professional educators are expected to possess and demon­
strate, including performance and the knowledge, attitudes, and values 
relevant to performance" [p. 186]. 
Whether one refers to the current educational movement as PBTE or 
CBTE, the more critical issue appears to be the controversy over the total 
interpretation of a competency-based teacher education program, and unless 
all participating institutions and agencies can come to some agreement on 
what CBTE really means, the promises of CBTE are unlikely to be realized. 
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Rosner and Kay (1974) focus on the problems and unresolved issues as 
well as some of the promises of CBTE and make some recommendations for 
action if CBTE is to become the viable educational movement it is claimed 
to be. While the ultimate goal of teacher education is to prepare teachers 
who will improve the quality of instruction in the schools, this goal can­
not be evaluated for several years. However, there are short-term goals 
that can be met that should be evident within a few years. For CBTE, such 
short-term promises are; 1) increased cooperation among all constituencies 
of the professional education community, 2) increased student satisfaction, 
and 3) increased prospects for accountability. It is doubtful, though, 
that these outcomes alone will justify the amount of time, effort, and 
money expended in the implementation of a CBTE program. 
One of the most urgent problems in developing a CBTE program is the 
validation of student teacher competencies and assessment measures, valida­
tion that is based upon rigorous, analytic research. Since this type of 
research demands a large investment of money and other resources, Rosner 
and Kay (1974) contend that, perhaps more urgent, is the need for the edu­
cational community to recognize and accept rigorous, analytical research as 
a top priority problem. 
Advocates of CBTE also need to examine the theory and methodology of 
the social sciences when developing a research model. Although Broudy 
(1972) attacked the tendency of CBTE to fractionate teaching and expressed 
concern that the whole would not be equal to the sum of the parts, Rosner 
and Kay (1974) point out that all educational programs are fractionated to 
a degree, and the deliberate attempts to fragment the CBTE program into 
explicit parts can help the student teacher make sense out of the whole. 
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In order to operationalize CBTE programs, it is necessary to identify 
competencies, develop an assessment system, prepare instructional materi­
als, devise management systems for program mechanics, and plan for manage­
ment, design, and funding of major research efforts. 
In spite of the lack of research and empirical evidence that support 
the value of a CBTE program over other types of teacher education programs, 
several colleges and universities have implemented programs purported to be 
competency-based. 
A recent survey, conducted by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) 
and the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE), was 
designed to examine the status of CBTE programs (Sherwin, 1973). The three 
general areas investigated were: general data, program characteristics, 
and evaluation. The results of the survey indicated that the bulk of PBTE 
programs reported are being implemented in the training of teachers for 
nursery school through the 8th grade level, with the majority in grades 
four to eight. Thirty-eight percent of the student teachers applied for 
entry into a PBTE program at their junior year; however, 21 institutions 
had provisions for students to enter the program during their sophomore 
year. Over half of the institutions surveyed developed program objectives 
involving performance-based cognitive criteria, indicating that the student 
teacher is required to do something in addition to demonstrating knowledge 
and intellectual skills. The five items which tend to specify the core 
criteria for the PBTE programs included in this survey were: 
1. The competencies were made public in advance; 
2. Criteria employed in assessing competencies were based upon 
specific competencies; 
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3. The assessment used performance as the primary source of evi­
dence ; 
4. The instructional program was intended to facilitate the 
development and evaluation of the student's achievement of 
specified competencies; 
5. The emphasis was on exit, not on entrance requirement 
(Sherwin, 1973, p. 14). 
Responses to questions regarding field experiences revealed that most 
of the students had some type of classroom experience during their freshmen 
or sophomore years. Although student teaching continues to be a part of 
the programs, the time period alloted for student teaching varied consider­
ably, with the range from five weeks to one year. In addition, the pattern 
of student teaching varied; some institutions required half days in the 
Cooperating schools and others required full days. 
The dominant unit being used in PBTE programs is the instructional 
module. This is defined as "a set of learning activities-with objectives, 
pre-requisites, pre-assessment, instructional activities, post-assessment, 
and remediation" (Sherwin, 1973, p. 19). A1 hough some institutions 
expressed a high degree of satisfaction with the use of the modules, 44 
percent of the institutions indicated only an adequate or satisfactory 
degree of acceptance. The assessment and evaluation of the students, mod­
ules, and program were of major concern to almost all the institutions 
implementing PBTE programs, and a need for research to develop better 
assessment measures was expressed. 
Competency-based education in home economics 
Home Economics is considering the term Competency-Based Education 
(CBE) rather than either PBTE or CBTE, recognizing the need for education 
based on competencies in the home economics subject matter areas as well as 
in the teacher education program. This follows an emerging trend as the 
academic disciplines in schools are being challenged to greater account­
ability and better statements of education aims. 
The development of CBE in.home economics began to be integrated on a 
national level through a series of seminars and workshops (Dalrymple, 1972; 
AHEA, 1964; Kreutz and Anthony, 1966; AHEA, 1974). These have been dis­
cussed in another section of this review. Crabtree (1973) reports that ten 
percent of the institutions which have home economics have elements of per­
formance-based competencies in the current teacher education programs. 
While completed course work continues to be the basis for teacher certifi­
cation for home economics teachers, over half of the respondents predicted 
a change in the initial certification pattern within the next five years. 
Although there was no agreement as to the direction of the change, the cli­
mate of unrest and indecision surrounding competency-based certification 
has implications for teacher education programs and home economics in gen­
eral. 
Preliminary reports indicate that home economics has begun to be 
actively involved in implementing CBE programs (Crabtree, 1973; Cook and 
Richey, 1972). One of the more completely developed home economics CBE 
programs was initiated in the Department of Applied Arts in the College of 
Education at Wayne State University at Detroit, Michigan. It is based on 
an accountability model that is attempting to encompass both the product 
and processes of an educational program. The VAE accountability model con­
sists of three categories: program accountability, which focuses upon 
instructional operations; process accountability, which involves the non-
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classroom procedures in a department operation; and professional account­
ability, which includes the responsibilities one has as a professional. 
Each category defines the accountability of three points of view — the 
instructor, the student, and the administrator (Cook and Richey, 1972). 
Selection of Student Teacher Competencies 
The goal of teacher education programs is to prepare competent effec­
tive teachers. To achieve this goal, it is necessary to look at what con­
stitutes effective teaching. In the past two decades, a multitude of stud­
ies have been completed regarding teacher characteristics, teacher behavior, 
and effects of teachers upon pupil achievement, yet little evidence has 
evolved that directly points to statistically significant results concern­
ing the identification of what is a "good" teacher. 
However, we now know more about certain facets of teaching than we did 
at the turn of the century, and modern technology has provided for more 
sophisticated research designs and statistical analysis of data. 
The recent emphasis on competency-based teacher education and the 
resultant evaluation of student teachers in reference to specific competen­
cies make it imperative that more research be designed to study the process 
of student teaching. Since competencies delineated for beginning teachers 
form the basis upon which the CBTE programs are developed, it is probably 
the most critical stage in designing a CBTE program. Although competencies 
and criteria for effective teaching have similar interpretations to some 
researchers, no attempt will be made to include in this review all the 
research concerned with criteria of teaching. Attention will be drawn to 
several studies and reviews that have influenced the attempts to define 
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effective teaching (Ryans, 1960; Biddle and Ellena, 1964; Flanders, 1969; 
Gage, 1963). This section of the review will be concerned with some issues 
involved in selecting teacher competencies and will focus upon the develop­
ment of competencies in home economics. 
Issues in selecting teacher competencies 
Any decision made to delineate or to define teacher effectiveness 
tends to be a value judgment based on one's philosophy of teaching. 
Rabinowitz and Travers (1953) contend that "the effective teacher does not 
exist pure and serene, available for scientific scrutiny, but is instead a 
fiction in the minds of men....No teacher is more effective than another 
except as someone so decides and designates" (p. 212). 
The difficulty in defining criteria for teacher effectiveness is 
apparent; everyone who evaluates teachers, either formally or informally, 
does not have the same goal in mind. Each individual or group tends to 
view good teaching from different frames of reference. A teacher may look 
for specific responses from the pupils. Administrators tend to rate a 
teacher competent if the classroom is orderly, the teacher poised, the 
pupils attentive, and if there is a negligible number of complaints regard­
ing the teacher or the classes taught. The parents may feel the teacher is 
competent if their children rank above a certain percentile on achievement 
tests. The board of education may put its stamp of approval upon a 
teacher if there are no complaints regarding the teacher within the commu­
nity. Researchers vary in their expectations from verbal interaction, to 
visible behavior, to teacher characteristics, to gain in pupil growth, to 
several other criteria. 
Since there is a diversity of opinions regarding teacher effectiveness 
among groups who have such a direct influence on teachers, there is a need 
for communication and agreement before teacher competencies are designated. 
The political dimension of CBTE is evident and should not be ignored. 
Broadening the decision-making base is emphasized in all CBTE programs. As 
a result, some states have designated consortia to be responsible for 
delineating competencies in CBTE programs. Where sanctioned by states, 
school districts, or universities, Dodl (1973) maintains the process seems 
to be working. However, in other states, for example Texas and Washington, 
this issue has not been resolved. 
Teacher competencies can be generated from several bases. Cooper and 
his associates (Cooper, Jones, and Weber, 1973) suggest four; "practi­
tioner, subject matter, empirical, and philosophical." They believe that no 
one base is powerful enough to be used alone, but rather a combination of 
these might be more acceptable. In addition, they stressed that in the 
beginning stages of competency selection, it is essential to use a philo­
sophical approach to develop the basic assumptions and values held by the 
program. Areas of research can provide promising variables that can also 
be developed Into performance criteria. Rosenshine and Furst (1971) have 
categorized these into laboratory studies, experimental classroom studies, 
subject matter research, and process-product studies. Of these four, 
process-product research which attempts to relate observed teacher behav­
iors to student outcomes seem to be the most promising. However, it should 
be recognized that these are correlational studies, not experimental stud­
ies, and thus must be Interpreted with caution. 
One of the disagreements among teacher educators is in regard to the 
type and number of teacher competencies which should be Included in a CBTE 
program. Three types have been suggested; 1) knowledge competencies. 
which are concerned with cognitive learning, 2) performance competencies, 
which specify teacher behaviors, and 3) consequences competencies, which 
involve pupil achievement (Cooper et al., 1973). 
Others take issue with the concept of "knowledge competencies" and 
support the idea that knowledge in itself is not a competency but rather is 
to be viewed as a facilitator (Dodl, 1973). Several researchers maintain 
that the concept of pupil achievement is too nebulous to be accepted as a 
competency by which teachers can be evaluated (Menne, 1972* Hidlebaugh, 
1973; Flanders, 1965; Musella, 1970; Smith, 1967). 
The criticism of neglecting or omitting competencies in the affective 
domain has drawn the response "if the list of competencies identified is 
limited to those in the cognitive domain and neglect those competencies in 
the affective domain, the fault rests with the persons who identified the 
competencies, not with the concept of CBTE" (Lindsay, 1973, p. 184). 
The number of competencies included in a CBE has also resulted in dis­
agreement among educators. The range is from hundreds of very detailed 
competencies to a few competencies which are more global. Popham (1972) 
has suggested three minimum competencies upon which to base teacher effec­
tiveness: 1) teachers must be able to achieve pre-specified instructional 
objectives with diverse kinds of learners, 2) teachers must be able to both 
select and generate defensible instructional objectives, and 3) teachers 
must be able to detect the unanticipated efforts of their instruction. At 
another extreme, an inventory of 384 competencies were identified for voca­
tional teachers and teacher coordinators (Cottrell, Chase, and Molnar, 
1972). The goals were to design, develop, and test career-oriented and 
performance-based teacher curricula. The performance elements that were 
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identified as common to the six vocational areas involved were classified 
into ten functions. The decisions regarding the performance elements were 
judged by a 300-member national task force of teacher coordinators from 
off-farm agriculture, wage-earning home economics, office occupations, spe­
cial needs, distributive, and trade and industry educational areas. Since 
specific instructional performance objectives must be made with reference 
to specific sets of conditions, it was decided to defer objectives that 
were performance oriented and, rather, to provide guidelines that would 
assist the instructor to develop specific instructional objectives pertain­
ing to his situation. 
An investigation of several other CBE programs revealed that appar­
ently there is little consistency between CBTE programs in terms of defin­
ing competencies, either in degree of specificity or in total number of 
competencies. 
Regardless of the number, the specificity, or the types of competen­
cies selected for a CBTE program, Lindsay (1973) has suggested the emphasis 
be placed on providing opportunities for the prospective teacher to "main­
tain unity, integrity, and continuity in educational programs. and to 
keep the entire system open to corrective data" (p. 184). 
Development of competencies in home economics 
Basic to the content of home economics education programs is the phil­
osophy upon which home economics was founded. The historical definition 
formulated in the early 1900*s and reaffirmed in 1973 states; 
Home Economics, in its most comprehensive sense, is tne study of 
laws, conditions, principles, and ideals which are concerned on 
one hand with man's immediate physical environment and on the 
other hand with his nature as a social being, and is the study 
21 
specially of the relation between these two factors (Fourth Lake 
Placid Conference and Eleventh Lake Placid Conference).^ 
The definition of a family and the emphasis upon different facets of home 
economics may change as societal needs shift, but the family continues to 
be the pivotal point of a functioning home economics program, as it seeks 
to strengthen family life through research, education, improving goods and 
services for family consumption, and furthering societal conditions favor­
able to family living. 
Home economics educators' active involvement in determining competen­
cies of home economic student teachers began at a Home Economics Education 
Research Seminar held at Iowa State University in 1962. It was during this 
seminar that the participants initiated a plan that would lay the ground­
work for a systematic procedure of identifying the content of home econom­
ics teacher education programs (Dalrymple, 1972). 
Two years later at the University of Nevada, 26 home economics educa­
tors representing 24 colleges and universities continued the challenge of 
identifying the content in a potentially effective undergraduate teacher 
education program. Using Tyler's (1949) plan for curriculum development, 
the participants dealt with the sama basic questions other teacher educa­
tors were asking: 
1. What competencies or behaviors should we expect of our pre-service 
teacher education students if they are qualified to teach home 
economics effectively in our high schools? 
^The Lake Placid Conferences were a series of meetings held at Lake 
Placid, New York, at which the concept of Home Economics was originated. 
The Fourth Lake Placid Conference took place in 1904, and the Eleventh Lake 
Placid Conference was held in 1973. 
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2. What underlying concepts will our teacher education students 
understand if they are able to attain the identified competencies? 
3. What basic supporting understandings about the underlying concepts 
will be appropriate for those who develop the identified competen­
cies at an optimum level? 
As a result of the Nevada conference, a list of competencies was 
identified, and supporting concepts and generalizations were developed 
(AHEA, 1964). These were made available to all home economics educators 
throughout the country. Additional teacher educators were asked to evalu­
ate the materials as they experimented with the statements. 
In 1966, a conference was held at the University of Nebraska. The 
same 26 home economics teacher educators who had attended the Nevada semi­
nar were invited to attend. In order that the geographical distribution, 
education background of participating individuals, and strength of graduate 
programs in home economics education could add dimensions to the group, ten 
additional home economics educators were included. The competencies, con­
cepts, and generalizations identified in the previous seminar were rear­
ranged to focus on the five major areas in both the undergraduate and grad­
uate programs, with objectives stated in the context of competencies 
expected and generalization stated as understandings: 
1. Philosophy of home economics education 
2. Professional role in home economics education 
3. Program planning in home economics 
4. Educative process in teaching home economics 
5. Research in home economic education (Kreutz and Anthony, 
1966). 
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The objectives and generalizations developed at the Nebraska seminar 
were refined and expanded in terms of desired professional competencies 
during an American Home Economics Association sponsored workshop held at 
Iowa State University in 1974. All facets of professional home economics 
were represented in this group which defined competencies that were specifi­
cally related to the professional educational components in the various 
areas of home economics. It was suggested that competency development must 
continue after the baccalaureate degree has been gained, that professional 
growth is a continuous process for a home economist in any area. Hence, 
the publication that evolved from this seminar included competencies and 
criteria at both the professional and professional improvement levels 
(AHEA, 1974). 
A workshop designed for state or regional representatives and other 
persons interested in implementing competency-based education in home eco­
nomics was held June, 1974, at Los Angeles in conjunction with the annual 
meeting of the American Home Economics Association. Additional state or 
regional meetings were planned to help facilitate local implementation of 
competency-based programs in home economics in subject matter areas as well 
as in teacher education programs. 
Assessment of Student Teachers 
Although evaluation of professional teachers has not been satisfactory 
to a majority of either teachers or administrators, student teacher evalua­
tion has been singled out as particularly deficient (McNeil and Popham, 
1973). Frequently there has been little agreement between the college 
supervisor and cooperating teacher as to the specific competencies the stu­
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dent teacher must achieve during the student teaching experience. Occa­
sionally, contradictory skills are being learned in different institutions, 
which poses a concern regarding validity of the skills or competencies 
(Rosenshine and Furst, 1971). 
Even in CBTE programs where competencies have been satisfactorily 
developed, the task of assessment is difficult. Student teacher evaluation 
is the area which is often the weakest segment of any teacher education 
program, primarily because of the subjectivity that enters into the evalua­
tion of any individual teacher and the difficulty in evaluating anything 
that cannot be overtly observed. 
Although literature concerned with student teaching has increased in 
the last decade, many of the articles and reports are expressions of opin­
ions or theoretical ideas, proponents of the author's pioint of view, or 
descriptions of current student teaching practices. Few research grants 
have been for studies that have involved student teaching (Davies and 
Amershek, 1969). 
When the patterns of student teaching are examined, it is obvious that 
the length of time for student teaching is based upon factors, other than 
research (Oestreich, 1974). 
No study was found that evidenced strong, positive support for spe­
cific assessment techniques to evaluate teachers. Hence, this portion of 
the review will examine some of the assessment techniques and methods of 
analysis used in evaluation of student teaching and will include studies 
concerned with assessment of home economics student teachers. 
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Assessment techniques 
Observational category systems and rating scales are two techniques 
that are used frequently to record teacher behaviors. Rosenshine and 
Furst (1971) indicate that observational categories are classified as 
"low-inference" measures because relatively objective behaviors (e.g., 
teacher repetition of student ideas, teacher use of evaluation questions...) 
are indicated by the item, and the events are recorded as frequency counts. 
Conversely, rating systems are considered to be "high-inference" measures 
because the observer must infer the constructs such as clarity, warmth, 
class cohesiveness,,..from a series of events. 
In a discussion of reviews concerned with process-product research, 
Rosenshine and Furst (1971) concluded that five variables have strong sup­
port from correlational studies; clarity, variability, enthusiasm, task 
orientation and/or businesslike behavior, and student opportunity to learn. 
Other variables mentioned had less support but were suggested for further 
study. They recommended that more low-inference variables identified in 
the category systems be used by future researchers and that a combination 
of high-inference and low-inference measures may be advantageous in 
describing both the affective and cognitive behaviors of teachers. McNeil 
and Popham (1973) state that observations are most beneficial in recording 
and analyzing the teaching act for the purpose of changing instructional 
tactics, that one cannot judge the effectiveness of a teacher by the pres­
ence or absence of any instructional variable. 
Although rating scales are widely used, they have several limitations, 
one of which is rater bias (Bradley et al., 1960; Remmers, 1963; Ahmann 
and Clock, 1967; Davies and Amershek, 1969). Musella (1970) suggests that 
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the mobL consistent finding in the research on rating systems is the lack 
of agreement between ratings by supervisors, colleagues, students, and 
teacher-training specialists. In addition to rater bias, rating scales are 
subject to opportunity bias, which is an undersampling of important behav­
iors; criterion distortion, which is precipitated by including behaviors 
that are similar and substantially correlated; and experience bias, which 
reflects different levels of experience between teachers (Remmers, 1963). 
Inaccuracy of ratings due to the ambiguity of the scale is another limita­
tion of rating scales (Ahmann and Clock, 1967). 
Two studies (Wittrock, 1962; Wilkinson, 1963) indicated that formula­
tion of specific behavioral goals for student teachers may reduce rater 
bias and could be a clue to achieving greater success in objectively evalu­
ating student teachers. 
After reviewing the limitations of studies utilizing rating scales, 
Medley and Mitzel (1963) suggested the use of more powerful statistical 
methods might be productive in the search for relationships between teach­
ing behaviors and their effects. 
CBTE programs are based upon performance objectives or competencies 
that student teachers are expected to demonstrate at a pre-determined stan­
dard. However, Quirk (1974) attacks the measurements employed in present 
CBTE programs. Although he agrees that a logical development is the per­
formance test that characterizes CBTE, he questions the reliability of this 
technique, since "the past history of the research on stability of teacher 
behavior is not very encouraging" (p. 317). He also maintains that because 
the percentage of items a student teacher answers correctly is a function 
of the difficulty of the item in addition to the item content, it makes 
little sense to use a fixed cutoff percentage of correctly answered items 
as the passing score for each performance objective. A third point he 
makes is that while a multiple cutoff model seems to apply to the general 
intention of CBTE programs, it c&n also be an invalid measure of teacher 
competence because of the arbitrary factor in designating the cutoff 
scores. 
In retaliation to Quirk's (1974) accusations regarding the ineffec­
tiveness of proposed measurements of student teacher competencies, Cox 
(1974) states that the measurement principles supported by Quirk are prob­
ably not applicable to criterion-referenced measurement. Since the meas­
urement concepts of standard error of measurement and reliability of dif­
ference scores are dependent upon variability of test scores and it is pos­
sible that all student teachers would meet the standard indicated in the 
behavioral objective or stated competence, item scores and test scores 
would not reflect the degree of variability necessary to evidence statisti­
cally significant results of a norm-referenced test. He suggests an expan­
sion of traditional measurement concepts when analyzing instruments for CBTE 
programs. 
A similar opinion is expressed by Fanslow (1974) who suggests that a 
rigorous item analysis and reliability assessment using the Spearman Brown 
or KR-20 will not function in a pure CBE program because the emphasis is on 
the student teacher performance at a given criterion. That is, if all stu­
dent teachers achieve the mastery level of performance, then the variance 
of tests and the reliability coefficients will approach zero, and the item 
analyses statistics will be meaningless. 
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Methods of analysis 
Correlational statistics have been used most frequently in teacher 
effectiveness studies, especially in process-product research where rela­
tionships between teacher behaviors and student achievements are investi­
gated (Rosenshine and Furst, 1971). However, some researchers have used 
analysis of variance (AOV) to test hypotheses by using groups of teachers 
rated as high, middle, or low in one of two variables. In some instances, 
both AOV and correlational statistics were employed with conflicting 
results. If the purpose of the research is to identify promising variables 
to use in future experimental studies, it may be more productive to use a 
variety of statistical procedures. 
While some correlational studies have provided useful evidence which 
can be used in teacher education programs, the strongest procedure for val­
idating the usefulness of hypotheses is the experimental study. There is a 
paucity of studies using experimental designs either between classrooms or 
within classrooms. Recommendations have been made to use the positive 
results that correlate process and product as a basis for experiments that 
can confirm the power of instructional variables derived from theory, 
analysis, and statistical associations (Rosenshine and Furst, 1971; McNeil 
and Popham, 1973). 
Researchers and educators are continually attempting to develop valid, 
reliable instruments that will discriminate among teachers. Menne (1972) 
outlined a methodology for developing a measure of teacher performance and 
applied the method to develop an instrument that did provide evidence of 
discriminating among teachers. He developed an initial pool of 92 items 
and had a multiple group of raters indicate on a seven-point scale the 
degree of appropriateness or inappropriateness of each item. To develop a 
validity score for each item, only the items rated high by all groups were 
retained. These were ranked on an "importance" scale until 21 top ranking 
items were identified. The 21-item instrument was administered to 318 stu­
dents in 11 classes who rated their teachers. A one-way analysis of vari­
ance was used with each item to test for item discrimination. It had been 
decided previously that at least 25 percent of the sum of squares must be 
due to between classes or teachers in order for the F statistic to be sig­
nificant at the .01 level. In this study, the SS between all 21 items had 
a range of 27 percent to 57 perdent, indicating that the items did tend to 
discriminate between teachers. 
Hidlebaugh (1973) duplicated Menne's (1972) procedure to develop a 
model teacher performance evaluation system using a multiple-appraiser 
approach. The evaluation instrument he developed was designed for use with 
a specific school system in Illinois. The 350 items in the original pool 
of items were selected from a number of sources that had produced items 
considered to be valid and in keeping with the philosophy of the Illinois 
school system for which it was developed. In the pilot study conducted to 
determine item discrimination, a 30-item instrument was developed but was 
not tested empirically, therefore, no norming experience or results are 
available. 
If pupil ratings of teachers are to be used. Fanslow (1974) suggests 
that items in the evaluative devices must differentiate between class 
groups and form scales which measure intrinsic differences between groups, 
in addition to possessing measurement characteristics at adequate levels. 
With the sophisticated analyses that are possible today, Fanslow urges 
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researchers to employ various experimental designs in attempts to determine 
the quality of items, especially in student teaching assessments where a 
high degree of importance is placed upon each item. 
Assessment of home economics student teachers 
Few studies in home economics have focused on the evaluation of stu­
dent teaching. Clawson (1973) indicated only three studies were reported 
in the Home Economics Research Abstracts during the five-year period of 
1967-1972. Although none of these studies dealt with a flexible time for 
student teaching, the development of measurement evaluation instruments 
used by two of them are pertinent to this study (Gritzmacher, 1967; 
Forgrave, 1970). 
Gritzmacher (1967), previously noted, developed a rating scale based 
on data collected using the critical incident technique. Whereas rating 
scales are criticized in regard to subjectivity, unsatisfactory validity 
criteria, and validity of the rating, Gritzmacher attempted to limit sub­
jectivity by precise definition of the dimension of student teaching being 
rated. Validity of the total rating was indicated by the correlation of 
student teaching grade with the summed scale scores, and the critical inci­
dent technique provided a valid base for the criteria. 
Based on 550 critical incidents received from cooperating teachers, 
college supervisors, and student teachers in 20 institutions, a 35-item 
rating scale (R-35) was developed and distributed for use with student 
teachers. Of the 399 forms sent out, 276 were completed and returned. 
Reliability estimates of the R-35 included inter-rater, internal consis­
tency, and item discrimination. Inter-rater reliability coefficient was 
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.65 for the 61 matching pairs of cooperating teachers and college supervi­
sors; internal consistency, using the split half method, was estimated at 
.96 when stepped-up with the Spearman-Brown formula. An item discrimina­
tion index showed that all indices were positive, though low. Only one 
item had an index below .20, 60 percent had indexes within a range of .20-
.29, and 37 percent were in the .30-.39 range. A validity coefficient of 
.78 resulted from correlating the summed scale scores for the RS-35 with 
the student teaching grade. 
The RS-35 developed by Gritzmacher (1967) was adapted by Clawson 
(1973) for use in a study designed to compare performance and attitudes of 
home economics student teachers in relation to Pass/Fail and ABCDF systems 
of grading. 
The revised R-35, entitled Evaluation of Student Teaching, consists of 
34 items containing only the upper level description of performance for 
each item indicated in the original R-35. Ihis was done in an attempt to 
reduce the effects of response set, noted earlier as a type of bias associ­
ated with rating scales. The format was also revised to use a 99-point 
scale for recording responses, rather than the five-point scale used by 
Gritzmacher. The 99-point scale was used for two reasons; it would provide 
opportunity for response set to occur, and the differences in the responses 
at the extreme ends of the scale may tend to be more reliable than the dif­
ferences toward the middle of the scale (pp. 62-63). Although Clawson also 
developed other instruments to measure attitudes and to analyze audio-tapes 
of lessons, they are not central to the purpose of this study and conse­
quently will not be reviewed here. 
A rating scale. Evaluation of Student Teachers in Home Economics 
(ESTHE), was developed in 1964 by a committee of home economics education 
faculty at Iowa State University and cooperating home economics teachers 
from Iowa public schools. It was designed to measure student teachers' 
achievement of behavioral objectives for the student teaching experience in 
home economics education at Iowa State University. In 1968 the ESTHE was 
revised with input from home economics education staff, cooperating teach­
ers, student teachers, and interested faculty members in the college. The 
usefulness of the ESTHE as a measure of home economics student teaching 
effectiveness was explored by Forgrave (1970). 
Data were collected by 20 cooperating teachers who used the ESTHE to 
evaluate 64 student teachers enrolled in the student teaching program at 
Iowa State University during winter and spring quarters of 1969. 
A pooled within group intercorrelation matrix of ESTHE items produced 
five clusters with reliabilities of the cluster» ranging from .50 to .88 
(Forgrave, pp. 58-64). The clusters, identified as to item content, were: 
1) learning activities implementation; 2) pupil involvement; 3) personal 
characteristics; 4) professional image; and 5) pupil development, Correla­
tions between the clusters and the student teaching grade, examined to 
estimate criterion-validity, were found to be significant beyond the .01 
level with correlations from .43 to .74. Four subscales of the ESTHE items 
were identified as having a measure of criterion validity as evaluators of 
student teacher competencies in home economics. Forgrave suggested that 
because the competencies measured by the four subscales are all inter­
related, they tend to describe behaviors related to effective home econom­
ics student teaching rather than unique behaviors. She recommended that 
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these items be revised to measure more precisely defined student teacher 
competencies. 
It is apparent that home economics is moving toward CBE programs, not 
only in teacher education but in the professional education components of 
the home economics subject matter areas. Competencies have been developed 
on a national basis at the.pre-professional and the professional improve­
ment levels (AHEA, 1974). The lack of valid, reliable assessment measures 
has influenced the number of home economics teacher education programs that 
implemented CBE and has fostered an increasing number of investigations 
which involve assessment of the competencies. 
The review of literature indicates a concern over the lack of rigor­
ous analytical research in the area of student teaching evaluation. The 
issue of assessment in a CBE program necessitates a critical look at the 
basic concept of CBE and suggests that since a mastery level of performance 
is expected of students, the traditional statistical techniques for vali­
dating the measurement devices may be ineffective. Researchers need to 
investigate experimental research designs and to use a variety of statisti­
cal procedures in attempts to determine the effectiveness of evaluation 
devices that can be used in a CBE program. 
There is also a lack of research involving the length of time for the 
student teaching experience. Although the recommended time varies among 
teacher education programs, the value of one time period over another is 
based on opinion rather than research. With the element of time flexibil­
ity an inherent part of CBE programs, it is necessary to investigate the 
impact of time on the student teacher's competence, if the student teaching 
experience is also to be Individualized. This study attempted to identify 
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assessment items that would be useful for further investigation and 
examined the level and profile of student teacher change toward teaching 
competencies. 
METHOD OF PROCEDURE 
This study is part of a departmental study designed to explore the 
feasibility of a CBE program in the Home Economics Education Department at 
Iowa State University. The two major purposes of this study were to 
1) develop an instrument that could be used to measure selected competen­
cies designated as essential for beginning home economics teachers and 
2) to determine the level of designated teacher competencies exhibited by 
student teachers at different time intervals during the student teaching 
experience. 
Sample 
The sample in this study included 77 home economics education students 
\Aïo were enrolled in the teacher education programs at Iowa State Univer­
sity and at South Dakota State University during the academic year 1973-74. 
Student teachers from both universities were selected because of basic sim­
ilarities in the programs and the potential of a larger sample. The home 
economics education programs at Iowa State University and South Dakota 
State University are administrated as separate departments within colleges 
of Home Economics, and both programs are based upon the objectives and gen­
eralizations designated by a representative group of home economics teacher 
educators as common to all home economics teacher education programs 
(Kreutz and Anthony, 1966). Cumulative quality point averages of above 2.2 
on a 4.0 scale are required of students in both institutions as a prerequi­
site to teacher education courses. In addition, both of the home economics 
teacher education programs require an eight-week period of time for off-
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campus student teaching in public schools at junior or senior high school 
levels. 
In order to provide the most satisfactory experience for each student 
teacher, assignments to the cooperating schools were made on the basis of 
personal and geographic preference of the student teacher, type of teaching 
experience available within the public schools, and personalities of coop­
erating teachers, college supervisors, and student teachers. Consequently, 
randomization of student teaching assignments was not possible. However, 
it was possible to use the same combinations of teaching center, cooperat­
ing teacher, and college supervisor for more than one student teacher dur­
ing the academic year. 
An attempt was made to collect complete data from the 93 students 
enrolled in the home economics teacher education program at Iowa State Uni­
versity who were doing their student teaching in Iowa and the 39 student 
teachers enrolled in the home economics teacher education program in South 
Dakota State University during the academic year 1973-74. However, due to 
the energy crisis and the resultant gasoline shortage in the midwest, it 
was not possible to visit each cooperating school three times as originally 
planned. Data resulting from the first and the third visits to the cooper­
ating schools were collected for 77 student teachers from Iowa State Uni­
versity and South Dakota State University during the academic year 1973-74. 
Of these 77 student teachers, data from 45 included observations during 
three visits to the cooperating schools. 
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Instrumentation 
A search of the literature revealed no instrument that involved meas­
urement of student teacher competencies based on the four segments of the 
teaching-learning process identified as pertinent to this study: classroom 
performance, relationship skills, evaluation skills, and management and 
professionalism. 
The first step in development of the instrument was to select or 
develop items that were consistent with the competencies identified as 
necessary for beginning home economics teachers. Competencies for begin* 
ning home economics teachers at Iowa State University had been identified 
earlier by the process of consensus of competent judges, a technique sup­
ported by Remmers (1963, p. 370) as one of three methods used to determine 
content for rating scales. 
Three sources were used as bases for selecting the items included in 
the instrument used in this study: 1) the descriptions of teacher behav­
iors defined in the ESTHE, a rating scale periodically revised and then 
used to evaluate student teachers in home economics at Iowa State Uni­
versity, 2) the objectives and generalizations for the courses taught in 
the home economics teacher education program which were revised by the home 
economics faculty in 1971-72, and 3) the results of a workshop and follow-
up pilot study designed to investigate potential student teacher competen­
cies (Hughes and Fanslow, 1973). The pilot study involved home economics 
college faculty, high school cooperating teachers, public school adminis­
trators, graduate students, and student teachers. An adaption of 
Thatcher's (1969) critique form for teaching concept development was used 
to assess student teacher competencies in the pilot study. 
Rather than attempt to create new assessment items in terms of student 
teacher competencies, it seemed more feasible to select items that had pre­
viously indicated promise for identifying differences between teachers, 
provided the items were consistent with the competencies identified as 
necessary for beginning home economics teachers. Hence, in addition to 
items from the adaptation of Thatcher's (1969) instrument used in the pre­
viously mentioned pilot study, items were selected from an instrument 
developed by Menne (1972). The 21-item instrument was found to discrimi­
nate between teachers in terms of classroom performance, using students as 
raters. 
Several of these items were also found to discriminate between teach­
ers in a more recent study which replicated the methodology used by Menne 
(Hidlebaugh, 1973). 
Since it had been decided that in addition to classroom performance 
other facets of teaching would be assessed, the items in this instrument 
were selected and grouped into the following sections: classroom perform­
ance, relationship skills, evaluation skills, and management and profes­
sionalism. Items included in Thatcher's (1969) and Menne's (1972) studies 
were selected for the classroom performance, relationship skills, and the 
management and professionalism sections; however, no instrument was found 
that could measure pupil achievement as attributed to a specific teacher. 
McNeil (1967) hypothesized that if, prior to teaching a class, the 
teacher and the supervisor agreed upon the behavioral objectives students 
were to achieve and what evidence would be accepted as an indication the 
students had achieved the objectives, a valid measure of pupil gain could 
be assumed. The three studies that were designed to test this hypothesis 
indicated a more favorable assessment of teachers by supervisors and 
greater gain in the desired direction on the part of the learner. 
It is more difficult to evaluate student teachers than full-time 
classroom teachers in terms of pupil achievement, due to the short period 
of time allotted to the student teaching experience. Therefore, it was 
suggested that if the student teacher could develop and implement accept­
able evaluation skills, there would be more pupil achievement toward the 
designated objectives than if no experience of evaluating pupil's progress 
were provided. 
Hausafus (1973), under the direction of two evaluation specialists, 
developed 14 items that identified competencies in evaluation skills desir­
able for student teachers. These were the only items in the instrument 
that had not been pretested for the ability to discriminate between teach­
ers. 
The completed 50-itera instrument included 32 items measuring classroom 
performance, 11 items assessing relationship skills, 14 items devoted to 
evaluation skills, and 4 items evaluating management and professionalism. 
A 99-point scale was selected for use in responding to the items, primarily 
because it tends to reduce the error variance attributed to person-item 
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interaction by allowing response set to occur (Liu, 1971). Response set 
refers to the tendency of a person to respond in a certain way, such as 
rating another person consistently high or consistently low or most fre­
quently around the center of the scale, regardless of the content of the 
items. With the use of a 99-point scale, the scores are spread oat more, 
and the differences in the scores at the extreme ends tend to be more reli­
able than scores grouped toward the middle of the scale. 
The directions explaining the use of the 99-point scale instructed the 
evaluator to determine if the student teacher being observed was function­
ing below or above average on each specific item and to record the degree 
of certainty felt about the decision. The degree of certainty the evalua­
tor felt about the decision that the student teacher was above average was 
to be recorded as a number from 51-99. The degree of certainty the evalua­
tor felt about the decision that the student teacher was below average was 
to be recorded with a number from 1-49. A score of 50 was to indicate the 
evaluator was uncertain about the behavior or that there was no opportunity 
to observe the behavior. 
The instrument was submitted to three groups, each of which included 
home economics faculty members, high school teachers, and graduate students 
who responded to the instrument by evaluating teachers teach lessons 
recorded on video-tapes. Each of the 64 observers viewed a 15-minute 
video-taped micro-lesson taught by home economics student teachers. After 
responding to the instrument and discussing the responses, the observers 
viewed and assessed two additional 15-minute video-taped micro-lessons. 
Reliability coefficients of .87, .89, and .90 were established. 
The observers' suggestions for interpretations of items that tended to 
be confusing were included in an Evaluator's Guide and used as a supplement 
to the explanation of the use of the instrument (see Appendix C). 
In order to orient the cooperating teachers and the college supervi­
sors who evaluated the home economics student teachers during 1973-74 and 
to establish reliability between the two types of judges, orientation ses­
sions were held for cooperating teachers and college supervisors from Iowa 
and for 30 cooperating teachers and college supervisors from South Dakota. 
The five sessions were held during August and September, two in Ames, Iowa, 
one in Sioux City, Iowa, one in Sioux Falls, South Dakota, and one in 
Brookings, South Dakota. At each orientation session, the same three 
video-tapes of teachers teaching 45-minute lessons were viewed and evalu­
ated using the instrument developed for this study. At each session, the 
instrument was distributed and explained how it would be used to evaluate 
student teachers. A 45-minute video-tape of an experienced Iowa teacher 
teaching a class in an Iowa public school was presented, and after viewing 
the tape, the cooperating teachers and college supervisors were asked to 
respond to the instrument. A tally of the responses was taken in terms of 
those who rated the teacher above average and those who rated the teacher 
below average. No attempt was made to identify the degree of certainty 
each cooperating teacher had indicated on the instrument. A discussion 
followed each item that had conflicting responses, and the interpretations 
of the items were discussed. Subsequently, the other two video-tapes were 
viewed, and following each video-tape, the cooperating teachers completed 
the instruments, recording the scores according to the directions indicated 
previously. 
No discussion followed either video-tape or completion of the instru­
ment. The completed instruments were collected, and the data were analyzed 
to determine inter-rater reliability of the judges. The results of this 
analysis were reported by Fanslow (1974), who computed a hierarchical analy 
sis of variance for three variables, teachers, judges, and items. She 
found, while judges used some items differently, overall the judges could 
discriminate between teachers using the designated items. An analysis on 
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the same data including orientation session as a source of variance showed 
no difference in ratings between orientation sessions. 
Since all of the competencies included in the instrument were not 
observable from viewing the video-tapes, the analysis of variance was com­
puted on only those items in the classroom performance section. Even 
though the evaluation section had not been pre-tes ted, college supervisors 
judged it to be usable. On the basis of those data, the instrument was 
judged suitable for use in the study. 
Collection of data 
In July and August, 1973, letters were mailed to all the cooperating 
teachers and their administrators who participated in the home economics 
student teaching programs from Iowa State University and South Dakota State 
University during the academic year 1973-74. Their cooperation was 
requested in using the instrument developed for this study to evaluate home 
economics student teachers. Copies of this and other correspondence may be 
found in Appendix A. 
A meeting for the cooperating teachers working with Iowa State Univer­
sity was held in conjunction with the annual fall conference for all Iowa 
home economics teachers. A similar meeting was held for the cooperating 
teachers who were working with South Dakota State University at the annual 
fall conference for all South Dakota home economics teachers. At both 
meetings copies of the model of teacher education developed by the partici­
pants of an evaluation seminar at Iowa State University and the Instrument 
developed for this study were distributed and explained. Plans were 
made for the above mentioned orientation sessions, so that all of the 
cooperating teachers would have an opportunity to use the instrument and to 
ask questions prior to evaluating the student teachers. The investigator 
explained the model and the instrument at the meetings during the fall con­
ferences for home economics teachers in Iowa and in South Dakota, as well 
as conducted the five orientation sessions. This was done to insure that 
all groups received the same instructions and had the same opportunity to 
ask questions. 
Each college supervisor was assigned to observe student teachers at 
specific teaching centers three times at two-week intervals. The first 
observation was scheduled to occur when the student teacher had been in the 
teaching center for four weeks, Hie second and third observations were 
scheduled when the student teacher had been in the teaching center six and 
eight weeks, respectively. Arrangements were made for the cooperating 
teacher and the college supervisor to observe and assess the student 
teacher teach during the same class period at the four-week, six-week, and 
eight-week intervals. Insofar as possible, the college supervisor visited 
the teaching center on the same day of the week at each time interval. For 
example, if the cooperating teacher and the college supervisor observed and 
assessed a student teacher on Wednesday at 10:00 when the student teacher 
had been in the teaching center four weeks, then two weeks later the same 
college and cooperating teacher observed the same student teacher at 10:00 
on a Wednesday. Similarly, the third and last observation by both the col­
lege supervisor and the cooperating teacher occurred at 10:00 on Wednesday 
of the eighth week the student teacher was in the teaching center. 
Original plans were to collect complete data from the 93 students 
enrolled in the home economics teacher education program at Iowa State Uni-
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versity doing their student teaching in Iowa and the 39 home economics stu­
dent teachers enrolled in South Dakota State University. Complicating the 
usual problems of inclement weather and scheduling, the gasoline shortage 
during the 1973-74 year made the three planned visits impractical or impos­
sible. Therefore, schools near the campuses were visited three times, and 
most others were visited twice. 
Data resulting from the first and the third visits to the teaching 
centers were collected for 77 home economics student teachers from Iowa 
State University and South Dakota State University during the 1973-74 aca­
demic year. Of these 77 student teachers, data from 45 included observa­
tions during three visits to the teaching centers. 
Analyses of data 
Hie two objectives of this study were to develop an instrument based 
on selected student teacher competencies and to measure the extent of stu­
dent teacher achievement of the designated competencies at different time 
intervals during the student teaching experience. 
The raw data from 199 instruments were prepared for key punching by 
assigning each instrument a code number and filling in the number 50 in the 
instances where data were missing on instruments completed by the cooperat­
ing teachers and the college supervisors. These two types of judges 
observed and assessed the competencies exhibited by the student teachers 
during the student teaching experience. Forty-five student teachers in 23 
cooperating schools were assessed three different times by the two types of 
judges who also assessed 32 student teachers in 21 cooperating schools at 
two different times. 
Two analyses of variance (AOV) were computed for each of the 50 items 
in the assessment instrument. One analysis of variance was based upon the 
means of the average raw scores obtained for each observation of the 77 
student teachers. The other analysis of variance was computed from the 
means of the differences between the first and the last observations of 
each of the 77 student teachers. 
In order to conform to a balanced analysis, the scores of the 45 stu­
dent teachers who were observed the first, second, and third times were 
averaged, as were the scores from the first and third observations of the 
remaining 32 student teachers. The means of these averages were analyzed 
by an analysis of variance computed for each of the 50 items in the instru­
ment. This would indicate whether some student teachers were performing 
better than others on any of the 50 competencies identified in the items, 
thus identifying the most promising items for discriminating between teach­
ers . 
The second analysis of variance was computed from the raw scores of 
the differences between the first and the third observations of the 77 stu­
dent teachers. The means of the differences were analyzed to determine if 
there were any changes in the period of time between the first and the 
third observations in the achievement toward the competencies indicated in 
each of the items. 
The model upon which the analyses were based was (Winer, 1971, p. 366) 
?ijk = U + C. + + CJ.^ + 6..% 
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where 
i = 1,2,3....44 
j = 1,2,3....77 
k = 1,2 
H = overall mean 
C = teaching centers 
ej = teachers within centers 
J = types of judges 
CJ = teaching centers by types of judges 
6 . . ,  = teachers within centers by types of judges 
i jK 
The expected mean squares are designated in Table 1. 
Table 1. Expected values of mean squares in the hierarchal design 
Source of variation^ df 
Expected values 
of mean squares 
Centers (C) 43 2 a 
e 
+ 37% + 2t Kg 
Teachers within centers (T/C) (error) 33 
2 
'^e 
CM 
H
 
+
 
Types of judges (J) 1 2 + t" ckJ 
Centers by types of judges CXJ 43 2 
Teachers within centers by types of judges 
T/CXJ (error) 33 2 
^Teachers random centers and types of judges fixed. 
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Intraclass correlation coefficients were computed for both the "aver­
age" analysis of variance and the "difference" analysis of variance to aid 
in determining if differences among student teachers in the teaching cen­
ters affected the center differences. The formula used was (Winer, 1971, 
p. 286): 
Since the primary focus of this study was to investigate the change in 
demonstrated competencies of student teachers during the student teaching 
experience, a one-tailed t test was computed on the difference scores to 
measure the degree of change in student teachers from the first to the 
third assessment. The formula used was (Winer 1971, p. 21): 
whe re 
X = mean of the difference score 
U = overall mean 
2 
s = error variance 
n = number of student teachers 
where 
= student teacher variance 
CT = error variance 
e 
t _ -JLZ-a 
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The first section of this chapter reports results concerning the items 
of the instrument and discusses their potential use in CBE programs. The 
second section focuses upon the change in student teacher competencies dur­
ing the student teaching experience. 
A 50-item instrument was developed and used to assess the competencies 
of 77 student teachers at selected time intervals during the student teach­
ing experience. Two types of judges, a cooperating teacher from the public 
schools and a college supervisor from the home economics education depart­
ment, evaluated the student teachers in the teaching centers at two or 
three different times. 
Two analyses of variance were computed for each of the 50 items in the 
instrument (see Appendix D). The first analysis of variance was based on 
mean scores of the averages of two or three observations for each of the 77 
student teachers; the second analysis was based on the mean scores of the 
differences between the first and the third observations of student teach­
ing. Intraclass correlation coefficients and reliability coefficients were 
also computed for each item. 
Assessment of Items for Use in CBE Programs 
The most promising items 
The most promising items were determined by inspection of the F-ratios 
associated with the type of judge (J) effect and the judge by center (JC) 
effects for both the average and difference analyses. If both effects were 
nonsignificant, or marginal, then it appeared from the J effect types of 
judges agreed on the rating of the item. Further, if the JC interaction 
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effect was nonsignificant, it appeared that the judges ordered the teaching 
centers in the same way. Since not only agreement among judges but also 
the ordering of the centers was desired, items which possessed these char­
acteristics were designated as the most useful items. The items in this 
group were divided into three subgroups and are reported in Table 2. 
In the first group of items are those items which have an intraclass 
correlation coefficient r^. 15. These items either did or did not pos­
sess a significant C effect. The r^ represents the proportion of variance 
attributable to student teachers, and these items were designated as having 
the most potential for discriminating among student teachers. An r^<.15 
was arbitrarily selected as the figure where the item was designated as 
being more due to student teacher differences in centers. These items have 
the largest reliabilities because the reliability estimates between two 
judges were based on r^. Inspection of Table 2 shows the coefficients range 
from .24 to .58. Reliability coefficients for the judges by items do not 
conform to usual expectations for reliabilities because reliabilities have 
been established for individual items. 
While the issue of discriminating among student teachers exists in 
CBE programs, these items are useful for this purpose if this function is 
desired. However, if a certain level of performance is expected of student 
teachers, more work will be necessary to help all student teachers meet the 
criterion. 
The second group of items in Table 2 includes those with r^. 15 with a 
corresponding significant or nonsignificant F-ratio for the C effect on one 
analysis of variance and items with an r^. 15 with a corresponding signifi­
cant F-ratio for the C effect on the other analysis. Since one analysis 
Table 2. Analysis of variance components of most promising items 
Item 
F 
ca 
ratios 
jb Cja 
"l 
Subgroup I 
3. The teacher selected appropriate teaching techniques and 1. 13 5.74* 1.60 .49 . 66 
strategies for the situation. 1. 50 .54 1.28 .24 .39 
5. The teacher indicated the objectives of the lesson and 1. 31 .05 .80 .19 .32 
their importance to the students. 1. 43 1.01 1.44 .17 .29 
19. The teacher utilized available educational resources of the 1. 46 1.89 .95 .25 .40 
community in classroom procedures. 1. 07 1.18 1.47 .41 .58 
23. The teacher treats the students with respect. 6. 25** 3.07 1.81* .15 .26 
4. 40** 2.43 1.46 .85 .91 
47. The teacher is well prepared for class. 2. 04* 4.07 2.13* .54 .70 
1. 37 .11 .76 .24 .39 
Subgroup II 
4. The teacher created a positive, success-oriented learning 2. 19* .92 1.53 .16 .28 
environment. 1. 97* 2.16 1.48 .05 .09 
6. The teacher helped the students recognize the relationship . 95 1.49 .77 .19 .32 
of the lesson to previous learning or experiences. 2. 32** .06 .89 .02 .03 
7. The teacher conducted the lesson smoothly so that it was 1. 52 .28 1.09 .15 .25 
easy for the students to follow. 2. 13* .06 .96 .01 .01 
8. The teacher used meaningful examples or illustrations for 2. 71** .19 1.61 .02 .04 
conveying ideas during the lesson. 2. 30** .52 .92 .29 .45 
14. The teacher was creative and flexible in guiding the learn­ 1. 79* 2.03 1.87* .14 .23 
ing process. 1. 48 .02 1.14 .16 .27 
15. The teacher used questions to elicit thinking and student 1. 64 1.48 1.61 .33 .50 
response consistent with the instructional goals. 1. 72* 1.07 .99 .02 .04 
16. The teacher was sincerely interested in the subject being 2. 16* 1.27 1.65 .00 .00 
taught. 1. 36 .00 1.35 .17 .28 
17. The teacher effectively used a variety of levels of ques­ 1. 97* .24 1 .19 .08 .14 
tions to evoke thinking beyond the level of recall. 1. 86* .47 1 .44 .18 .30 
Subgroup III 
9. The teacher emphasized reasons and relationships concerning 2. 43* .83 1 .52 .03 .05 
the facts. 1. 35 1.26 1 .17 .10 .10 
11. The teacher followed through with her plans and yet 2. 39** .87 .91 .00 .00 
remained flexible enough to adjust as needs became evident. 1. 71 .38 1 .00 .07 .13 
13. The teacher effectively used a variety of teaching materi­ 2. 53** .02 1 .34 .11 .20 
als and instructional materials. 1. 46 .34 .89 .10 .18 
24. The teacher maintains an open friendly rapport with the 4. 22** .88 1 .72 .05 .09 
students. 1. 90 .00 .74 .06 .06 
27. The teacher recognizes the individual's personal needs. 3. 32** 1.23 1 .17 .00 .00 
1. 93* 3.30 .83 .00 .00 
^Degrees of freedom for F are 43, 33. Table values for F are 1.75 at 5 percent and 2.23 at 
1 percent. 
^Degrees of freedom for F are 1, 33. Table values for F are 4.44 at 5 percent and 7.74 at 
1 percent. 
•^Significant at P<0.05. 
**Significant at P<0.01. 
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suggested the differences due to center differences and the other suggested 
differences dus to student teacher differences, the most logical interpre­
tation of this pattern of statistical results appeared to be that the items 
did not discriminate among student teachers. These items, however, were 
considered useful for determining the level of competencies achieved by the 
student teachers. Since achievement to a given pre-set criterion is basic 
to a CBE program, these items have potential for assessment of teaching 
behavior designated at the mastery level. 
The third group of items in Table 2 consist of those with at least 
one significant F-ratio for the C effect and with both r^<. 15. Because the 
r^<.15, it appears that perceived differences between student teachers are 
more attributable to differences between centers or, said another way, the 
kind of student teacher assigned to centers affects the teaching behavior 
observed. Hence, even if these items can be adequately observed by judges, 
it appears that differences obtained are more attributable to center dif­
ferences than student teacher differences. Because the source of variance 
producing differences between student teachers is largely beyond their con­
trol, these items appear to be least fair for use in rating a student 
teacher in a CBE program. Perhaps a greater emphasis on initial assign­
ments of student teachers could alleviate this effect. 
The least promising items 
The least promising items among student teachers were those that had 
significant F ratios for the J and CJ effects on at least one analysis of 
variance. Since the significant J effect indicated that types of judges 
used the response pattern differently and the significant CJ effect sug­
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gests that judges order the centers differently, theëe items appeared to be 
the least optimum for observation of teaching behaviors. The items are 
reported in Table 3. 
The items were inspected to see if some rationale could be developed 
as to why the items did not function. Item 1 was clearly the least promis­
ing, with significant F ratios for all effects on both analyses. Appar­
ently, the item was ambiguous in terms of what constituted "one main idea" 
or the degree to which the lesson was planned. Hiis confusion apparently 
existed for all three observations and, therefore, the item should be dis­
carded or reworded. 
The remaining items in Table 3 were significant for all effects in 
the average analyses but nonsignificant or marginal for all the J and CJ 
effects in the difference analyses. Hence while the difference analysis 
suggests no type of judge or interaction effect on the observations as well 
as no discrimination between student teachers, the average analysis sug­
gests differences on both type of judges and the interaction sources of 
variance. Since these results are somewhat contradictory, the items were 
inspected for possible reasons. 
Eleven of these items involved evaluation skills which had generated 
questions from the judges during the orientation sessions. Although all of 
the evaluation items were discussed and were further explained in the Eval-
uator's Guide (see Appendix C) which was made available to all cooperating 
teachers and college supervisors, it was apparently not adequate. This 
suggests in future investigations more than one session for the judges is 
needed, such as additional training at the start of each student teaching 
experience. Perhaps different orientation techniques may be more effec-
Table 3. Analysis of variance components of least promising items 
Item ca 
F ratios 
jb Cja 
^I ^jj 
1. The teacher planned the lesson to concentrate primarily 9. 03** 16,50** 7.45** .26 .41 
on one main idea. 9. 92** 8.05** 3.88** .17 .28 
2. The teacher planned objectives and activities that were 2. 72** 3.84 1.94* .25 .39 
suited to the student's needs and interests. « 33 4.52* 1.52 .09 .16 
10. The teacher clarified concepts and concerns as needed 2. 04* 16.47** 12.99** .76 .87 
during the lesson (vocabulary, definitions, etc.). 1. 64 .63 1.41 .09 .16 
25. The teacher communicates effectively at levels appropri­ 2. 91** 7.90** 2.08* .00 .00 
ate to the preparedness of the students. 1. 67 .77 .87 .00 .00 
26. The teacher supports and accepts each student as he is 5. 80** 22.46** 1.87* .15 .25 
regardless of race, sex, nationality, or learning 2. 29** .62 1.97* .00 .00 
potential. 
28. The teacher knows how to explain things so students are 4. 21** 38.86** 2.86** .00 .00 
able to understand. • 68 1.57 .36 .00 .00 
29. Hie teacher is willing to talk with students during or 3. 87* 81.13** 2.62** .00 .00 
after class about any problems which might be bothering 1. 73 .73 .58 .27 .43 
them. 
31. The teacher works well with other teachers and the 2. 00* 30.83** 2.52** .37 .54 
administration. 2. 37** .00 .65 .05 .09 
33. The teacher uses positive, encouraging, and supportive 4. 13** 23.69** 1.75* .00 .00 
criticism, rather than discouragement, blame, or shame. 1. 81* .01 .65 .00 .00 
34. The teacher evaluates pupil's growth toward previously 3. 77** 20.63** 2.25** .09 .16 
stated objectives at three cognitive levels to measure 2. 92** .76 1.14 .18 .20 
partial, acceptable, and outstanding accomplishment of 
behaviors specified in the objective. 
.04 .08 35. The teacher encourages pupil's own evaluation of his/ 4. 22** 29.22** 1.81* 
her work in both specific and informal ways. 2. 28** 1.16 1.58 .36 .53 
36. In evaluation of performance activities, the teacher 3. ,48** 19.76** 1.93* .00 .00 
clearly identifies whether process or product is being 2. 02* 1.25 1.25 .02 .03 
evaluated and keeps measures on these two aspects inde­
pendent during scoring. 
37. The teacher has used at least five types of cognitive 2. 15* 30. 05** 1. 87* .35 .52 
measures of student growth in formal and informal evalu­ 3. 05** 4. 56* 1. 14 .00 .00 
ation. 
38. The teacher has used at least three types of affective 3. 74** 67. 34** 3. 65** .31 .47 
measures of student growth. 1. 48 6. 12* • 89 .09 .16 
39. The teacher has used at least two evaluation devices of 2. 80** 58. 45** 2. 42** .32 .48 
psychomotor skills. 1. 45 1. 53 1. 66 .16 .27 
42. The teacher constructs well defined test items which 4. 16** 74. 04** 2. 28** .28 .43 
reflect observance of the principles of item writing. 2. 65** 1. 97 • 99 .00 .00 
43. The teacher takes precautions so that the pupils do not 3. 33** 17. 88** 2. 82** .37 .54 
have an opportunity to receive improper aids during the 3. 75** 2. 40 1. 13 .00 .00 
evaluation process. 
44. The teacher summarizes scores obtained from evaluation 2. 44** 59. 35** 3. 52** .57 .73 
devices to determine range and mean of scores and to 3. 34** 3. 94 2. 00 .21 -35 
estimate good and poor test items. 
45. The teacher uses results of evaluation to determine 2. 17* 54. 95** 2. 39** .41 .58 
several aspects of the educative process, not only for 3. 52** . 00 . 79 .00 .00 
assigning grades. 
.54 46. The teacher returns scores and reviews and interprets 1. 67 102. 02** 2. 49** .37 
the device with pupils to provide them with feedback as 3. 30** . 24 . 90 .00 .00 
quickly as possible-
49. The teacher searches for ideas, techniques, and proce­ 2. 56** 23. 70** 2. 36** .22 .36 
dures in developing a teaching style. 2. 27** 2. 81 1. 02 .32 .48 
50. The teacher strives for improvement through positive 4. 26** 46. 09** 3. 11** .14 .24 
participation in professional growth activities. 1, 82* 05 1. 32 .22 .36 
^Degrees of freedom for F are 43, 33. Table values for F are 1.75 at 5 percent and 2.23 at 
1 percent. 
^Degrees of freedom for F are 1, 33. Table values for F are 4.14 at 5 percent and 7.47 at 
1 percent. 
*Significant at P<0.05. 
**Signifleant at P<!0.01. 
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tive, such as multi-media kits for independent study (involving written 
example, filmstrips or film loops, transparencies, slides, programmed 
instruction, and/or other audio-visual materials). Multi-media kits could 
be used prior to or in combination with observations of video-tapes or 
observations of classroom instruction. 
An inspection of the content of the items indicated that these items 
tended to be cumulative, i.e. evidence of having achieved this competence 
may not be readily observable to the college supervisor until the second or 
third observation, while the cooperating teacher who observes and plans 
with the student teacher every day may be influenced by the anticipated 
behavior. This also suggests student teachers could be held responsible 
for collecting evaluation data used with the pupils in the teaching center 
and to have this information available to the college teacher during the 
observation visits. 
The remaining items 
The remaining items are reported in Table 4. These items have signif­
icant J effects, nonsignificant or marginal CJ effects, and in some 
instances a significant C effect. Since the items have a variety of combi­
nations, this discussion focuses on each pattern. 
Items 18, 20, and 40 show a significant J effect with all other 
effects nonsignificant or marginal. This indicates that although the 
judges are differing in their responses, one type of judge is consistently 
rating the student teacher higher than the other type of judge. Therefore, 
since the item appears to be more subjected to level differences on the 
Table 4. Analysis of variance components of remaining items 
Item ca 
F ratios 
Jb Cja 
12. The teacher encouraged open-ended inquiry and discussion 2. 36** 16 1 .82* .01 .01 
when consistent with the instructional goals. 2. 42** . .  12 2 .30** .17 .28 
18. The teacher assisted the students in synthesizing, sum­ .  99 17. 4 ** .89 .27 .43 
marizing, and drawing conclusions. .  97 6. 85* 1 .02 .47 .63 
20. The teacher provided an opportunity for the students to 1. 40 13. 68** 1 .38 .49 .66 
participate actively and/or to apply their learnings in 1. 35 .  96 ,88 .04 .08 
different ways (verbal response, written work, etc.). 
21. The teacher encouraged the students to describe or show 3. 03** 8. 65** .84 .04 .07 
how the learning affects them personally. 2. 10* 2. 32 .79 .00 .00 
22. The teacher encouraged the students to make generaliza­ 3. 80** .  90 1 .53 .04 .08 
tions at any time during the lesson. 4. 01** « 16 1 .82* .00 .00 
30. The teacher tries to find things that students are "good 4. 32** 45. 64** 1 .58 .14 .24 
at" instead of things they are "poor at." 2. 81** 3. 16 1 .26 .00 ,00 
32. The teacher handles his/her own discipline problems; is 4. 98** 9. 30** .40 .07 .13 
firm but friendly, consistent in policy and self-confi- 3. 45 1. 55 1 .67 .00 .00 
dent in management of pupils. 
40. In independent and/or group learning projects, the 1. 44 7. 65** 1 .87* .60 .75 
teacher evaluates objectives on the basis of each indi­ 1. 41 .  84 1 .13 .54 .70 
vidual's ability to reach objectives stated efore the 
project was begun. 
41. The teacher uses a table of specifications in planning 3. 90** 8. 14** 1 .44 .06 .11 
tests. 2. 66** 1. 06 .97 .01 .02 
48. The teacher initiates responsibilities for physical 2. 68** .  71 1 .83* .30 .46 
environment conducive to teaching technique being used. 1. 68 
• 
53 .84 .00 .00 
^Degrees of freedom for F are 43, 33. Table values for F are 1.75 at 5 percent and 2.23 at 
1 percent. 
^Degrees of freedom for F are 1, 33. Table values for F are 4.14 at 5 percent and 7.74 at 
1 percent. 
*Signxficant at P<0.05-
**Significant at P<0.01. 
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response pattern by judge than differed ordering of centers by judges, 
these items have potential usefulness for further investigation. 
Items 21, 30, 32, and 41 show significant differences for C and J 
effects on the average analysis, with all other effects nonsignificant and 
the r^ low for both analyses. These significant effects suggest that type 
of judge used the response pattern differently and that center differences 
contributed to the variance. This indicates that the type of judges dis­
agree in how they rate the student teacher, and they also tend to order 
centers differently. Therefore, these items need to be reworded or the 
implication of the item be clarified to both types of judges if they are to 
be considered for further investigation. 
To summarize, 24 items were found to be promising for future study in 
CBE programs. The results of the analyses used in making these judgments 
indicated the necessity to examina the patterns or combinations of signifi­
cant and nonsignificant effects of the sources of variance in conjunction 
with the intraclass correlation coefficients in order to determine the 
item's usefulness for a CBE program. The 22 items identified as least 
promising were reexamined and an inspection of the raw data in terms of the 
50's recorded, and the cumulative effect of the items suggested the items 
not be discarded until further investigations were made. 
Change in Student Teacher Competencies 
Another objective of this study was to determine if student teachers 
exhibited improvement in designated teacher competencies during the student 
teaching experience. A one-tailed t test was computed to indicate the 
degree to which the competencies of the student teacher had changed. The 
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results are reported in Table 5. An inspection of the table reveals that 
only one item failed to reach the pre-determined level of significance, 
0.05. This indicates that student teachers do continue to improve over 
time during the student teaching experience. 
Although the results of the t test indicate a profile of significant 
change for all items designated as most useful for CBE programs, an inspec­
tion of the means for the first observation shows a range of 67 to 87, and 
the means for the third observation show a range of 76 to 92. This indi­
cates that for these items some of the student teachers may have reached 
the pre-determined mastery level of achievement prior to the third observa­
tion, while others may need a longer period of time in the teaching center 
in order to reach a higher level of competence. 
The items in Table 5 that show the largest t values were those items 
indicated as least promising, which included the items that tended to be 
cumulative and may not be observable until the second or third observation. 
The means for the first observation in this group of items ranged from 
50-85, and on the third observation the means showed a range of 70-89. On 
the scale used to assess the student teachers, a score of 50 indicated 
uncertainty on the part of the judges as to whether the task was completed 
or that there was no opportunity for the student teacher to perform the 
task. An inspection of the raw data revealed a majority of 50's recorded 
for these items at the first observation by both the cooperating teacher 
and the college supervisor, thus substantiating the cumulative factor • 
involved. The inspection of the raw data also revealed that the college 
supervisors recorded a total of twice as many 50*s as the cooperating 
teacher. This suggests it is questionable that a supervisor who observes 
Table 5. Item mean scores by two observations and associated t tests 
Means 
First Third 
obser- obser- Error 
Item vation vation variance t 
Most promising items 
Subgroup I 
3. The teacher selected appropriate teaching techniques 
and strategies for the situation. 83. 10 87. 53 15. 11 7. 07** 
5. The teacher indicated the objectives of the lesson and 
their importance to the students. 67. 83 76. 72 17. 59 5. 29** 
19. The teacher utilized available educational resources 
of the community in classroom procedures. 83. 11 88. 11 18. 51 8. 68** 
23. The teacher treats the students with respect. 87. 44 92. 31 7. 20 8. 80** 
47. The teacher is well prepared for class. 84. 92 87. 75 2. 62 1. 57 
Subgroup II 
4. The teacher created a positive, success-oriented learn­
ing environment. 82. 36 87. 81 10. 20 8. 50** 
6. The teacher helped the students recognize the relation­
ships of the lesson to previous learning or experiences. 71. 19 80. 14 12. 73 10. 00** 
7. The teacher conducted the lesson smoothly so that it 
was easy for the students to follow. 81. 24 85. 18 11. 35 9. 33** 
8. The teacher used meaningful examples or illustrations 
for conveying ideas during the lesson. 86. 51 90. 19 10. 33 9. ,80** 
14. The teacher was creative and flexible in guiding the 
learning process. 68. 11 78. 59 15. ,78 7. ,49** 
15. The teacher used questions to elicit thinking and stu­
dent response consistent with the instructional goals. 72. 16 82. ,44 10. ,77 11. ,68** 
16. The teacher was sincerely interested in the subject 
being taught. 80. ,22 82. 81 15. ,36 8. ,30** 
17. The teacher effectively used a variety of levels of 
questions to evoke thinking beyond the level of recall. 
Subgroup III 
9. The teacher emphasized reasons and relationships con­
cerning the facts. 
11. The teacher followed through with her plans and yet 
remained flexible enough to adjust as needs became evi­
dent. 
13. The teacher effectively used a variety of teaching 
materials and instructional materials. 
24. The teacher maintains an open friendly rapport with 
the students. 
27. The teacher recognizes the individual's personal needs. 
Least promising items 
1. The teacher planned the lesson to concentrate primarily 
on one main idea. 
2. The teacher planned objectives and activities that were 
suited to the student's needs and interests. 
10. The teacher clarified concepts and concerns as needed 
during the lesson (vocabulary, definitions, etc.). 
25. The teacher communicates effectively at levels appro­
priate to the preparedness of the students. 
26. The teacher supports and accepts each student as he is 
regardless of race, sex, nationality, or learning 
potential. 
28. The teacher knows how to explain things so students are 
able to understand. 
29. The teacher is willing to talk with students during or 
after class about any problems which might be bothering 
them. 
*P<0.05. 
**P<0.01. 
77.62 81.67 14.44 7.50** 
78.76 83.71 17.31 5.40** 
67.68 76.09 10.03 7.39** 
74.68 82.24 16.34 7.75** 
80.84 
78.88 
87.77 
86.97 
12.75 
10.12 
6.80** 
11.32** 
85.88 89.46 3.83 23.01** 
83.33 86.10 97.32 2.30* 
78.84 81.40 13.97 7.05** 
80.61 89.36 12.25 8.82** 
71.03 79.38 10.22 7.86** 
72.01 84.54 17.17 7.14** 
68.07 80.96 11.98 9.62** 
Table 5. (Continued) 
Item 
31. The teacher works well with other teachers and the 
administration. 
33. The teacher uses positive, encouraging, and supportive 
criticism, rather than discouragement, blame, or shame. 
34. The teacher evaluates pupil's growth toward previously 
stated objectives at three cognitive levels to measure 
partial, acceptable, and outstanding accomplishment of 
behaviors specified in the objective. 
35. The teacher encourages pupil's own evaluation of his/ 
her work in both specific and informal ways. 
36. In evaluation of performance activities, the teacher 
clearly identifies whether process or product is being 
evaluated and keeps measures on these two aspects inde­
pendent during scoring. 
37. The teacher has used at least five types of cognitive 
measures of student growth in formal and informal evalu­
ation. 
38. Bie teacher has used at least three types of affective 
measures of student growth. 
39. The teacher has used at least two evaluation devices 
of psychomotor skills. 
42. The teacher constructs well defined test items which 
reflect observance of the principles of item writing. 
43. The teacher takes precautions so that the pupils do not 
have an opportunity to receive improper aids during the 
evaluation process. 
Means 
First Third 
obser- obser- Error 
vation vation variance t 
68.85 79.27 
57.42 80.07 
59.20 82.79 
54.59 76.96 
54.00 81.25 
53.38 75.16 
53.54 75.64 
54.79 74.79 
57.57 79.62 
51.83 70.51 
11.49 9.08** 
10.61 11.30** 
6.62 18.89** 
8.92 14.65** 
7.26 18.26** 
3.34 10.28** 
4.41 9.16** 
3.47 9.11** 
3.30 10,97** 
2.70 10.30** 
44. Thé teacher summarizes scores obtained froir, evaluation 
devices to determine range and mean of scores intî to 
estime,tsî good and poor test items. 
45. The fceanhcf uses results of evaluation to determine 
several aspects of the educative process, not only for 
assigning grades. 
46. The teacher returns scores and reviews and interprets 
the device with pupils to provide them with feedback 
as quickly as possible. 
49. The teacher searches for ideas, techniques, and pro­
cedures in developing a teaching style. 
50. The teacher strives for improvement through positive 
participation in professional growth activities. 
Remaining items 
12. The teacher encouraged open-ended inquiry and discus­
sion when consistent with the instructional goals. 
18. The teacher assisted the students in synthesizing, sum­
marizing, and drawing conclusions. 
20. The teacher provided an opportunity for the students to 
participate actively and/or to apply their learnings in 
different ways (verbal response, written work, etc.). 
21. The teacher encouraged the students to describe or show 
how the learning affects them personally. 
22. The teacher encouraged the students to make generaliza­
tions at any time during the lesson. 
30. The teacher tries to find things that students are 
"good at" instead of things they are "poor at." 
32. The teacher handles his/her own discipline problems; 
is firm but friendly, consistent in policy and self-
confident in management of pupils. 
40. In independent and/or group learning projects, the 
teacher evaluates objectives on the basis of each indi­
vidual's ability to reach objectives stated before the 
project was begun. 
53.68 72.55 
57.67 79.50 
58.55 82.27 
72.33 80.68 
63.06 73.81 
73.90 80.54 
61.01 68.57 
63.89 76.87 
54.56 65.16 
90.23 93.48 
70.37 83.32 
75.32 85.83 
50.51 65.23 
3.25 9.12** 
3.25 10.60** 
2.94 12.09** 
3.94 3.60** 
5.01 4.18** 
9.87 11.29** 
23.80 4.29** 
16.55 5.50** 
11.94 8.28** 
7.94 15.02** 
8.57 13.70** 
6.84 14.77** 
7.05 4.53** 
Table 5. (Continued) 
Means 
First Third 
obser­ obser­ Error 
Item vation vation variance t 
41. The teacher uses a table of specifications in planning 
tests, 55.27 73.62 2.97 9.30** 
48. The teacher initiates responsibilities for physical 
environment conducive to teaching technique being used. 76.97 86.76 3.75 4.59** 
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a Student teacher infrequently for short periods of time can validly assess 
student teachers on some competencies, especially at the first observation. 
This also suggests a closer communication should exist between the student 
teacher, cooperating teacher, and the college supervisor in terms of what 
is acceptable evidence that the competency has been achieved. In addition, 
the student teacher could assume responsibility for providing evidence of 
achievement of these competencies to the college supervisor during the 
observation period. Further, since CBE programs are based on a mastery 
level concept, perhaps observations on this section of the instrument 
should not be recorded until such time as the student teacher perceives the 
competency has been achieved. 
The item that did not reach the .05 level of significance was, "...is 
well prepared for class." This suggests the student teachers were rated 
with a similar score at the first and the third observations. Hence, 
although the degree of change from the first to the last observation was 
slight, the level of the profile was numerically high at both the first and 
third observations suggesting that student teachers achieved the competency 
early in the student teaching period and maintained a high level of pro­
ficiency. In summary, there was a significant overall improvement of stu­
dent teachers' achievement toward the designated competencies from the 
fourth week to the eighth week of student teaching. An inspection of the 
mean levels of achievement at each time period showed that classroom per­
formance competencies were achieved early in student teaching while evalua­
tion skills were still developing. 
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Summary of the findings 
Analysis of variance, intraclass correlation coefficients, and reli­
ability coefficients were computed for each item, and the patterns or com­
binations of the results were considered in identifying items with poten­
tial use in CBE programs. The 24 items identified as useful for further 
investigation were included in the classroom performance section of the 
instrument. These were items that had previously indicated an ability to 
discriminate among teachers in other situations. The items In the evalua­
tion section of the instrument include the 22 items that were found to be 
least promising for discriminating between teachers. An inspection of the 
raw data indicated that some of the items were not observable until the 
second or third observation. This suggests that the item should not be 
discarded until further investigation is made using another system of 
recording the observations. 
A one-tailed t teat was computed to determine if the student teachers 
exhibited improvement in designated competencies during the student teach­
ing experience. Results indicated that student teachers improved in all 
but one competency. 
An inspection of the raw data indicated the student teacher's level of 
achievement may reach a mastery level for a given designated competency 
prior to the eighth week of student teaching, particulary in the classroom 
performance section of the instrument. However, the level of achievement 
for the remaining items tends to indicate a longer period than eight weeks 
is necessary for some student teachers to achieve some of the competencies. 
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SUMMARY 
Student teaching continues to be an important segment of teacher edu­
cation programs, including the Competency-Based Education (CBE) programs 
that are currently being implemented in teacher education departments at 
several colleges and universities. One of the issues in competency-based 
teacher education programs is the problem of assessment, first, in terms of 
defining student teacher competencies, and, second, in terms of assessment 
measures. In addition, the optimum length of time for the student teaching 
experience continues to be debatable. 
Home economics teacher educators throughout the United States have 
combined and focused their efforts during the past decade toward defining 
competencies necessary for beginning home economics teachers (Dalrymple, 
1972; AHEA, 1964; Kreutz and Anthony, 1966; AHEA, 1974). An emphasis has 
îilso been directed toward assessment of student teacher competencies, but 
more rigorous and analytic research is needed. Since a mastery level 
achievement of designated competencies is desired in CEE programs, various 
methods of analyzing data need to be investigated in attempts to identify 
items that will be valid for assessment in CBE programs. 
This study was part of a departmental study at Iowa State University 
and was designed to investigate assessment items in terms of potential use­
fulness in a CBE program and to examine the level and profile of change in 
home economics student teacher competencies during the student teaching 
program. 
Student teachers from Iowa State University and South Dakota State 
University participated in this study. Two types of judges were selected. 
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cooperating teachers from the public schools in Iowa and South Dakota and 
college supervisors from the home economics education faculty at Iowa State 
University and South Dakota State University. 
The instrument developed for use in chis study contained items 
selected from instruments that had previously been found to discriminate 
among teachers (Thatcher, 1969; Menne, 1972). These items were used to 
measure three facets of the teaching-learning process in the teacher educa­
tion program, classroom performance, relationship skills, and management 
and professionalism. Items for the fourth section, evaluation skills, were 
developed by Hausafus (1973). A 99-point scale was used to record the 
responses to the 50-item instrument. 
Data were collected from three observations of 45 student teachers and 
from two observations of 32 additional student teachers. 
Two analyses of variance were computed for each of the 50 items in the 
instrument. One analysis of variance was computed on the means of the 
avarage raw scores of the 77 student teachers. The other analysis of vari­
ance was based upon the means of the differences between the first and the 
third observations of the student teachers. The purposes of the two analy­
ses of variance were to identify the most promising items for potential use 
in CBE programs and to project reliability coefficients for two judges on 
the items. Intraclass correlation coefficients were computed on each item 
for both analyses. This technique assisted in determining if differences 
between student teachers in the teaching centers affected the center dif­
ferences and in calculating reliabilities of the two types of judges. 
An inspection of the various patterns or combinations of significant 
and nonsignificant effects in the analyses of variance, in conjunction with 
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the size of the intraclass correlation coefficients and the reliability 
coefficients, indicated that 24 items were promising for future research. 
ITie analyses suggested that an additional 22 items should not be discarded 
without further study. Four items were found to be unsatisfactory. 
A one-tailed t test was computed to indicate the degree of change in 
student teacher competencies during the student teaching experience. All 
items, with the exception of one, were significant beyond the 0.05 or 0.01 
level. This indicated student teachers continued to improve over time dur­
ing the student teaching experience. An inspection of the raw data indi­
cated that some of the student teachers may have achieved the mastery level 
of specific competencies prior to the third observation of the student 
teachers. The raw data also substantiated the cumulative factor of some of 
the items which indicated some competencies are not observable until the 
second or third observations. Therefore, from a study of these data, it is 
apparent that in a CBE program a closer communication needs to exist 
between the college supervisor, the cooperating teacher, and the student 
teacher in terms of what is acceptable evidence that mastery levels of the 
designated competencies have been reached. Further, if a flexible time 
element is to be considered, the assessment of the student teacher should 
be deferred until such time as the student teacher perceives the competen­
cies have been achieved. Such a procedure places the assumption of respon­
sibility for providing evidence toward the achievement of the competency 
upon the student teacher. 
In summary, this study identified 24 items that showed potential for 
further investigation for use in CBE programs. In addition, it indicated 
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that, in general, student teachers achieve given competencies at various 
levels during the student teaching experience. 
Further, it is apparent that in determination of specific items useful 
for CBE programs, it is necessary to examine the items from several 
approaches, since each inspection of the various results provide another 
dimension, such as reliability of judges, discrimination between student 
teachers, mastery level of performance, and observability of student 
teacher competencies. When all of these dimensions of an assessment item 
are viewed in perspective, then the decision can best be made as to whether 
that item will truly measure what is intended to be measured. 
Based on the results of this study, it is recommended that the instru­
ment be used again to assess student teachers, with the acceptable evidence 
of achievement of competencies clearly delineated and made known to cooper­
ating teachers, college supervisors, and student teachers prior to the stu­
dent teaching experience. In addition, it is suggested that the evaluation 
skills items be pre-tested with experienced teachers to determine their 
ability to discriminate between teachers. 
It is also recommended that a variety of analyses continue to be used 
for interpreting data collected in future research involving assessment of 
student teaching competencies. 
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APPENDIX A: CORRESPONDENCE 
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Department of Home Economics Education 
Iowa State University 
TO: Cooperating Teachers 
FROM: l?uth Hughes 
DATE: July 25, 1973 
As you recall, in August, 1972 we introduced the idea of flexible periods 
of student teaching based on a competence (performance) based method of 
student teacher evaluation. At that time several of you indicated a 
willingness to work with our staff on this and have provided suggestions. 
We have incorporated these suggestions in evaluation devices which will 
be used this fall to evaluate our student teachers. At the meeting noted 
we will present and explain these new evaluation devices to you. We urge 
that you attend so that we can answer your questions regarding these new 
devices. 
To further familiarize you with these devices and to insure uniform use, 
we will schedule training sessions late summer and/or early fall. Won't 
you please bring your school schedules with you? For your convenience, 
we will conduct some of these sessions in schools in various parts of the 
state. Would you help by finding out if we can use your school to conduct 
a training session? If so, do you have video equipment available? (Make, 
model, tape size? Do you have someone to operate it?) 
In addition to the use of different evaluation devices, we will determine 
whether we can measure differences in performance of student teachers at 
the fourth, sixth, and eighth week. This is the first step to eventual 
flexibility, and our task for this year. Except for the training sessions, 
the evaluation procedures should not take any more time than devices used 
previously, once we are used to them. 
We are looking forward to seeing you on August 8. If you have questions 
about this, please call me at 515-294-6444. If I am not in, leave word 
and I will return your call. 
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IOWA STATE 
UNIVERSITY 
Department of 
Home Economics Education 
166 MacKay Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
Telephone 515-294-6444 
DATE: November 12,  1973 
TO: Cooperating Teachers - Winter Quarter 
FROM: Ruth P. Hughes, Head 
Department of Home Economics Education 
Some of you will be using our new evaluation device for the first time 
with your student teachers winter quarter; staff suggested you might 
appreciate a review of procedures and guidelines for its use. We thought 
others of you would like a "review". We also wanted to give you dates 
for the three supervisory visits. The procedures and dates follow. 
1. The three visits w^ll be December 10-14, January 7-11 and 
January 21-25. The person who is to visit you will contact you 
to set specific dates. Visits should be in sequence; that is, 
if school A is visited Monday, December 10 and school B on 
Tuesday, December 11, then school A should be visited first and 
school B second the week of January 7-11, and so on, 
2. We are asking the student teachers to plan with you for one class 
to be taught throughout the period. (If January 21-25 is a new 
semester with all new classes, we will need to make some 
alternative plan for an observation.) Other classes in which 
student teachers participate will be "as usual". 
3. On the day of the supervisory visit, the student teacher should 
plan in the one class a teacher - pupil discussion. The discussion 
should include an exchange of questions and ideas with the teacher 
leading the discussion. Since we are not including the following 
in our definition of discussion, please do not include in the 
session to be observed such experiences as pupil buzz groups ; 
laboratory sessions or pupil reports. Role playing would be 
acceptable as a basis for discussion if it does not exceed 
five minutes. 
This is the observation which is made by the designated 
cooperating teacher, the college supervisor and, as possible, 
an administrator. (Items 1-21 on the evaluation instrument.) 
The items we want are for that one class. However, of course 
you may use the items for other classes "on your own" -
as some of you are doing. 
Cooperating Teachers 
November 8, 1973 
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- Winter Quarter 
4. Other items (22-50) cover all work done by the student teacher, 
and the rating is your judgment of progress since the beginning 
of student teaching. For example, item 30 "works well with 
other teachers and the administration" will be your judgment of 
how well the student teacher did by December 10-14, then by 
January 7-11, and finally for the total number of weeks. 
5. The college supervisor will bring evaluations to you and she will 
take them back to Ames. There will be "extras" for your personal 
records/use. 
6. The student teachers should be encouraged to evaluate themselves 
but the only rating we want returned is the last one. On her 
observations as on yours z.nd the college supervisor ' s items 1-21 
are for the designated lesson while the others are cumulative. 
We got along with the instrument fall quarter without too many problems. 
We hope winter is easier. If you have questions, see the college 
supervisor or call me if I can be helpful. 
We are pleased to have student teachers with you. We hope the evaluation 
device will help all of us to judge their progress more effectively. 
This letter is not being sent to your administrator. Please share it 
if appropriate. Thank you. 
mh 
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IOWA STATE 
UNIVERSITY 
Department of 
Home Economics Education 
166 MacKay Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
Telephone 515-294-6444 
Date: December 4, 1973 
To: Cooperating Teachers 
College Supervisors . 
From; Ruth P. Hughes, Head 
Department of Home Economics Education 
Re : Fuel Saving Measures 
It will come as no surprise that we will curtail our winter quarter 
visits to student teachers. 
The first and third visits will be made as scheduled; that is, 
during the weeks of December 10-14 and January 21-25. The college 
supervisor will not make the second scheduled visit; that is, the 
week of Janurary 7-11. 
We are requesting, however, that the cooperating teacher alone 
complete the evaluation forms for the student teacher during the 
formerly scheduled second visit ; that is, the week of January 7-
11. The college supervisors will bring the forms for the second 
evaluation to the cooperating teachers at the time of their first 
visit and will return the form at the completion of the visit 
during January 21-25. 
If any changes from this procedure need to be made, they will be 
on an individual basis. 
One exception will be those schools in or close to Ames, probably 
only Ames itself and Des Moines. In these schools, the college 
supervisor will try to keep the three visit schedule, but the 
final decision will be between the two of you involved. 
We are certain you understand the need for this action now. Any 
decisions on spring visits will be made later. Thank you for your 
patience and understanding. 
pc 
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APPENDIX B: HOME ECONOMICS TEACHER EDUCATION MODEL 
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APPENDIX C: STUDENT TEACHER EVALUATION AND 
EVALUATOR'S GUIDE 
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STUDENT TEACHER EVALUATION 
Assessing the Teaching-Learning Process: Part H, C ,  I), R, K 
Area of H. E Name: 
Grade Level Teaching Center: 
Evaluator: 
Time: 4 wk 6 wk 8 wk 
Directions; This instrument will help assess the degree of achievement exhibited 
by the student teacher at 4 week, 6 week, and 8 week intervals. Please respomJ Lo 
each of the items in the following manner: 
Tf you are certain the teacher was clearly below average in accompl i*-.hing 
the task, place a _1 in the space provided. 
If you are certain the teacher was clearly above average in accomplishing 
the task place a 99 in the space provided. 
If you are uncertain the teacher accomplished the task or if there was no 
opportunity to accomplish it, place a ^  in the space provided. 
A score from 1-49 indicates the degree to which the teacher displayed to you 
below average performance in accomplishing the task. 
A score from 51-99 indicates the degree to which the teacher displayed to you 
above average performance in accomplishing the task. 
Keoi floe to use any number from 1-99 that best reflects your opinion. 
PI ease respond to every statement. The general scale is shown below. 
clearly 
below 
average uncertain 
clearly 
above 
average 
1 —I—I—I—1—r—r T —I—I—I—I—I—r 
1 50 99 
CLASSROCM PERFORMANCE 
THE TEACHER: 
Lesson Selection: (refer to lesson plans) 
1....planned the lesson to concentrate primarily on one main idea 
2....planned objectives and activities that were suited to the student's 
needs and interests. 
3....selected appropriate teaching techniques and strategies for the 
situation. ^8 
Orientation: (to be accomplished within first part of lesson) 
4....created a positive, success-oriented learning environment. 
5.... indicated the objectives of the lesson and their importance to 
the students. 
6....helped the students recognize the relationship of the lesson to 
previous learning or experience. 
Presentation of the Lessont 
7....conducted the lesson smoothly so that it was easy for the students 
to follow. 
8....was sincerely interested in the subject being taught. 
9....used meaningful exaanples or illustrations for conveying ideas 
during the lesson. 
10....effectively used a variety of teaching materials and instructional 
materials. 
11....effectively used a variety of levels of questions to evoke thinking 
beyond the level of recall. 
12...eemphasized reasons and relationships concerning the facts. 
13....clarified concepts and concerns as needed during the lesson, 
(vocabulary, definitions, etc.) 
14....encouraged open-ended inquiry and discussion when consistent with 
the instructional goals. 
15....used questions to elicit thinking and student response consistent 
with the instructional goals. 
16....followed through with her plans and yet remained flexible enough to 
adjust as needs became evident. 
17..,,was creative and flexible in guiding the learning process. 
18....assisted the students in synthesizing, summarizing and drawing 
conclusions. 
Student Participation; 
19....provided an opportunity for the students to participate actively 
and/or to apply their learnings in different ways, (verbal 
response, written work, etc.) 
20....encouraged the students to describe or show how the learning 
affects them personally. 
21.... encouraged the students to make generalizations during or at the 
end of the lesson. 
RELATIONSHIP SKILLS 
22o-u. .treats the students with respect. 
23....maintains an open friendly rapport with the students. 
24....communicates effectively at levels appropriate to the preparedness 
of the students. 
25....supports and accepts each student as he is regardless of race, 
sex, nationality or learning potential. 
26.... recognizes the individual's personal needs. 
27....can explain things so students are able to understand. 
28....is willing to talk with students during or after class about any 
problems which might be bothering them. 
29....tries to find things that students are "good at" instead of things 
they are "poor at". 
30....works well with other teachers and the administration. 
31..handles his/^er own discipline problems; is firm but friendly, 
consistent in policy and self-confident in management of pupils. 
32....uses positive, encouraging and supportive criticism, rather than 
discouragement, blame or shame. 
EVALUATION SKILLS 
Planning for Evaluation; 
33....evaluates pupil's growth toward previously stated objectives at 
three cognitive levels to measure partial, acceptable, amd out­
standing accomplishment of behaviors specified in the objective. 
34....encourages pupil's self-evaluation in both specific and informal 
ways. 
35.... in evaluation of performance activities, clearly identifies 
whether process or product is being evaluated, and keeps measures 
on these two aspects independent during scoring. 
36....has used at least five types of cognitive measures of student 
growth in formal and informal evaluation. 
37....has used at least three types of affective measures of student 
growth. 
38....has used at least two evaluation devices of psychomotor skills. 
39.... in independent and/or group learning projects, evaluates objec­
tives on the basis of each individual's ability to reach objec­
tives stated before the^^roject was begun. 
Planning the device 
40....uses a tabl" of specifications in planning tests. 
41....constructs well defined test items which reflect the principles 
of item writing. 
Presentation 
42.... takes precautions so that the pupils do not have an opportuni ty 
to receive improper aids during the evaluation process. 
Use and interpretation 
43.... summarizes scores obtained from evaluation devices to determine 
range and mean of scores and to estimate good and poor test items. 
44....uses results of evaluation to determine several aspects of the 
educative process, not only for assigning grades. 
45.... returns scores and reviews and interprets the device with pupils 
to provide them with feedback as quickly as possible. 
46....uses techniques of assigning marks or grades consistent with 
philosophy of the school. 
MANACItMENT AND PROI'I'SSIONALISM 
47.... is well prepared for rlass. 
48.... initiates responsibilities for physical environment conducive to 
teaching technique being used. 
49.... searches for ideas, techniques emd procedures in developing a 
teaching style. 
50.... strives for improvement through positive participation in pro­
fessional growth activities. 
EVALUATOR'S GUIDE 
for 
Assessing the Teaching-Learning Process: Part B C D E F 
To maintain conciseness in form of this instrument. Assessing 
the Teaching-Learning Process, items have been described as simply 
as possible. Hence it was felt that this guide may be of assistance 
to evaluators in providing further explanation for items which may 
need elaboration. 
The first section of the accompanying instrument "classroom per­
formance," (items 1-22), is to be used to assess the competence of 
the student teacher in a specific teaching situation. The evaluator 
should have a copy of the lesson plan before the teacher begins 
teaching the class. 
The items in the remaining sections may or may not be observed 
in the same classroom situation. Note: a score of 50 indicates 
"no opportunity to accomplish" or "uncertain the teacher accomplished 
the task." This is important for statistical reasons. 
Clarification of specific items : 
1. "One main idea" can be interpreted to include ideas 
closely related to the main idea." 
9. Evaluate the relevance of the examples used, even if 
you feel the teacher could have used more. 
Verbal "examples" or "illustrations" could also be included 
here. 
17. Some indicators of creativity are: 
unique device or explanation-
uniqueness in the selection of learning activities 
uniqueness in the application of learning activities 
35. For example: in a foods laboratory class the product 
would be the finished food. Process indicates the way 
the pupil accomplished the task of making the product. 
It could include the management and/or interpersonal 
relationship. A skill exhibited by the pupil. 
Items 36, 37, 38 
Items 36, 37, and 38 are cumulative items. It is 
necessary that the student teacher reach the minimum 
number stated in each item at some time during her 
student teaching. This may occur entirely within one 
evaluation period, or it may take two or three evaluation 
periods before she has had opportunities to reach the 
minimum stated. 
To aid you in types of measures of student growth, 
lists for each item are provided here. 
- 2 -
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Item 36 Cognitive measures of student growth 
alternative answer checklists 
alternative answer with corrections games 
completion incomplete stories 
essay observation 
matching role playing 
multiple choice 
oral response 
Item 37 Affective measures of student growth 
anecdotal records participation chart 
checklists rating scale 
incomplete sentences role playing 
incomplete stories self inventory 
logs sociometric diagram 
Item 38 Psychomotor measures of student growth 
checklists 
lab observation 
performance test 
rating scales 
work sample test 
Item 40 
A table of specifications should include the content 
covered, and the level of behavior expected for the content. 
This would reflect the objectives of the unit. For each 
cell of the table, a relative weight should be indicated. 
These weights suggest the relative importance of each objective 
to the total test measurement. 
See example : 
Table of Specifications 
Content Level of Behavior 
Objectives % Cognitive Affective Psychomotor Total 
1 h 1 h A 
1 
2 
3 
i 
i 
4 
100% 
— 3 — 
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Item 41 
The following statements are included in the principles 
of item writing. 
-items should be clear and concisely written at a 
reading level easily understood by pupils taking the tests. 
-items should avoid trick and ambiguous wording, double 
negatives, and sly details which tend to confuse pupils. 
-terms such as 'always*, "never", "all", "none", 
"some", "few", "many", should be avoided where possible. 
-independent response items should be explicitly stated 
and qualified so that the intent of the question is 
evident. 
-multiple choice distractors should be equally appealing 
to pupils who do not know the correct answer. 
-true-false items should not be partially, true or partially 
false. 
-matching tests should not have more than twelve alternatives. 
-choices in an item should begin in the same grammatical 
form. 
-the entire item should be visible on the page, and not 
split onto two pages. 
Item 48 
Physical environment refers to seating arrangement, 
lighting, ventilation, etc. 
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APPENDIX D; ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES 
Table 6. Analysis of variance; Average of demonstrated competencies by 
item 
Mean score 
Item 
1 2 
Source df MS F MS F 
Teaching center (A) 43 30157.4 9.03** 43105 2. 72** 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 3339.1 15793.8 
Judges (C) 1 32610.6 16.50** 36719.8 3. 84 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 14734.0 7.4v** 18551 1. 94* 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B.(error) 33 1976.6 9561.3 
*<.05. 
**<.01. 
Table 7. Analysis of variance: Difference, over time, of demonstrated 
competencies by item 
Mean score 
Item 
1 2 
Source df MS F MS F 
Teaching center (A) 43 3801.1 9. 92** 3191.6 .33 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 383.1 9731.9 
Judges (C) 1 2199.5 8. 05** 3770.4 4.52* 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 1061.4 3. 88** 1274.2 1.52 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^) (error) 33 273.5 833.1 
*<.05. 
*^.01. 
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Mean score 
Item 
3 4 5 6 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
33375.9 1.13 35972.5 2.19* 38097.4 1.31 26321.27 .95 
27570.6 
57974.9 5.74* 11024.7 .92 972.48 .05 25251.7 1.49 
16237.8 1.60 18226.7 1.53 15717.9 .80 13155.4 .77 
16970.8 
Mean score 
Item 
3 4 5 6 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
2273.9 1.50 2008 1.97* 2513. 8 1.42 2959.7 2.32* 
412.3 
987.7 
.54 
1.28 
2117.1 
1378.7 
2.16 
1.48 
1262. 
1434. 
86 
0 
1.008 
1.44 
1272.9 
81.45 
1095.5 
.06 
.89 
1229.7 
Table 6. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
7 
Source df MS F MS 
Teaching center (A) 43 32097. 1 1.52 38605.16 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 21117. 2 14262.4 
Judges (C) 1 4398. 17 .28 2743.56 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 17241. 2 1.09 22110,74 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^) (error) 33 15728. 9 13734.3 
2.71** 
.19 
1.61 
Table 7. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
7 
Source df MS F MS 
Teaching center (A) 43 2418.5 2.13* 2380.4 2.30* 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 1133.2 1032.5 
Judges (C) 1 62.36 .06 584.41 .53 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 1079.52 .96 1025.22 .92 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^) (error) 33 1120.2 111.6 
Mean score 
Item 
9 10 11 12 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
27540. 0 2.43** 37075. 18 3.04* 60664.39 2.39** 36222.13 2.36** 
15440. 3 18161. 2 21875.1 15319.6 
12081. 23 .83 41040. 39 16.47** 22296.17 .87 2439.9 .16 
22150. 94 1.52 32374. 81 12.99** 22957.09 .91 27527.09 1.82* 
14570 2492 25341.7 15159.3 
Mean score 
Item 
9 10 11 12 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
2352.88 1.35 1915.13 1.64 2059.59 1.71 2386.21 2.42** 
1731.20 
1789.77 
1669.70 
1.26 
1.17 
1397.4 
624.02 
1650.08 
.53 
1.41 
1203.3 
399.37 
1054.15 
.38 
1.00 
987.3 
87.37 
1615.93 
.12 
2.30** 
1423.90 116.1 1048.5 699.79 
Table 6. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df MS 
13 
F 
14 
MS F 
Teaching center (A) 43 35982. 9 2.53** 38974.29 1. 79* 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 14169. 6 21683.9 
Judges (C) 1 487. 48 .02 33460.83 2. 03 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 23743. 0 1.34 30681.03 1. 87* 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^) (error) 33 17758. 8 16409.56 
Table 7. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df 
13 
MS F MS 
14 
F 
Teaching center (A) 43 2382.53 1.46 2334. 25 1.48 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 1634.3 1578. 3 
Judges (C) 1 449.15 .34 23. 37 .02 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 1182.71 .89 1311. 09 1.14 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^) (error) 33 1326.5 1149. 9 
I 
100 
* 
Mean score 
Item 
15 i6 17 18 
MS F MS F MS P MS F 
41668.3 1,64 31482.1 2.16* 34922.36 1.97* .99 
25364. 
23987.36 
26100.65 
1.48 
1.61 
14549.78 
19546.9 
25467.39 
1.27 
1.65 
17717.5 
3672.17 
18043.01 
.24 
1.19 
17.4** 
16191.5 15396.15 15178.0 .89 
Mean score 
Item 
15 16 17 18 
MS F MS F MS P MS F 
1853.49 1.72* 2125.06 1.36 2689.44 1.86* .97 
1076.5 1563.1 1444.3 
1107.58 1.07 .16 .0001 473.37 .47 6.85* 
1030.44 .99 1515.27 1.35 1454.17 1.44 1.02 
1030.6 1119.3 1004.66 
Table 6. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df 
19 
MS F MS 
20 
F 
Teaching center (A) 43 34821.11 1.46 47962. 80 1 .40 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 23830. 34130. 89 
Judges (C) 1 27076.49 1.89 158464. 5 13 .68** 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 13609.60 .95 16003. 10 1 .38 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^) (error) 33 14307.0 
Table 7. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df MS 
19 
F MS 
20 
F 
Teaching center (A) 43 1991. 22 1 .07 2237. 39 1.35 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 1850. 6 1655. 2 
Judges (C) 1 913. 15 1 .18 1465. 09 .96 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 1144. 88 1 .47 1338, 65 .88 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^) (error) 33 774. 6 1519. 6 
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Mean i score 
Item 
21 22 23 24 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
76476.27 3.03** 37389.17 3.80** 62996.43 6. 25** 49428.93 4.22** 
25258.1 9834.1 10073.5 11699.5 
J01532.4 8.68** 8130.9 .90 22877.16 3. 07 9366.25 .88 
19626.59 .84 13828.59 1.53 13538.77 1. 81* 18261.83 1.72* 
23291.7 9016.5 7457.0 10594.7 
Mean score 
Item 
21 22 23 24 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
2511.2 2.10* 3189.6 4.01** 3168.08 4.40** 2423.61 1.90 
1193.5 793.8 719.9 1275.7 
2768.9 2.32 158.02 .16 1314.93 2.43 .52 .0004 
942.33 .79 1851.16 1.82 788.16 1.46 828.92 .74 
1193.5 1011.9 539.2 1121.7 
Table 6. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df MS 
25 
F MS 
26 
F 
Teaching center (A) 43 47191. 77 2 .91** 58103. 4 5 .80** 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 16868. 6 10008. 75 
Judges (C) 1 154322. 6 7 .90 582096. 6 22 .46** 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 40676. 13 2 .08* 48453. 48 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^) (error) 33 19528. 4 25914. 66 1 .87* 
Table 7. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df MS 
25 
F 
26 
MS F 
Teacher center (A) 43 2056. 35 1.67 2334.26 2.29** 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 1225. 25 1021.8 
Judges (C) 1 972. 52 .77 493.37 .62 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 1114. 16 .87 1501.35 1.97* 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^) (error) 33 1269. 97 760.4 
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Mean score 
Item 
27 28 29 30 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
37252.45 3. 37** 48051.9 4.21** 59485. 95 3. 87** 87488. 75 4 .32** 
11225.59 11414.2 15378. 15 20229. 8 
25534.2 1. 23 513541. 38.05** 1299. 41 81. 13** 699773. 1 45 .64** 
24506.54 1. 17 38603 2.86** 42095. 72 2. 62** 24160. 34 1 .58 
20816.37 13494.18 16015. 84 15332. 7 
Mean score 
Item 
27 28 29 30 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
1948.12 1.93* 1176.99 .68 2072.31 1.73* 2410.45 2.81** 
1011.67 1717.15 1197.9 857.24 
4713.65 3.30 3701.45 1.57 855.6 .73 2828.57 3.16 
1185.31 .83 2362.71 .36 682.2 .58 1134.54 1.26 
1426.66 1166.93 894.40 
Table 6. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df 
31 
MS F MS 
32 
F 
Teaching center (A) 43 59365.11 2.00* 64810. 74 4.98** 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 29663.9 13013. 6 
Judges (C) 1 417562.4 30.83** 264066. 9.30** 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 34169.53 2.52** 11359. 6 .40 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^) (error) 33 13545. 28371. 11 
Table 7. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df MS 
31 
F MS 
32 
F 
Teaching center (A) 43 2720. 82 2.37** 2359. 65 3 .45** 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 1148. 6 683. 8 
Judges (C) 1 2. 86 .002 1059: 8 1 .55 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 676. 43 .65 1147. 7 1 .67 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (error) 33 1047. 5 684. 8 
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Mean score 
Item 
33 34 35 36 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
59252. 41 4. 13** 43609. 16 3.77** 49759. 18 4. 22** 36607. 62 3 .48** 
14341. 57 11578. 8 11783. 9 10519. 78 
Î53377. 23. 69** 200016. 0 20.63** 329831. 3 29. 22** 214466. 8 19 .76** 
25847. 5 1. 73* 21862. 60 2.25* 20489. 2 1. 81* 21011. 16 1 .93* 
14913. 9 9693. 0 11286. 0 10856. 03 
Mean score 
Item 
33 34 35 36 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
1922.86 1.81* 1935.6 2.92** 2036.49 2.28* 1467.49 2.02* 
1061.2 
12. 
855.7 
.009 
.65 
662.3 
355.56 
528.64 
.76 
1.14 
891.8 
487.5 
660.67 
1.16 
1.58 
725.8 
746.24 
747.56 
1.25 
1.25 
1312.7 462.9 418.1 597 
Table 6. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df MS 
37 
F 
38 
MS F 
Teaching center (A) 43 25363. 71 2. 15* 33737.58 3 .74** 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 11808. 61 9009.8 
Judges (C) 1 169625. 9 30. 05** 312930.3 67 .34** 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 10558. 69 1. 87* 16946.80 3 .65** 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B.,_) (error) 33 5643. 2 4647.7 
Table 7. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df MS 
37 
F 
38 
MS F 
Teaching center (A) 43 1020. 12 3 .05** 651.33 1.48 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 333. 87 440.5 
Judges (C) 1 1610. 41 4 .56* 2260.39 6.12* 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 402. 51 1 .14 331.59 .89 
Teachers within centers 
fay judges (B^y^) (error) 33 353. 04 369.4 
Mean i score 
Item 
39 40 41 42 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
26282. 82 2.80** 32847.1 1.44 31447. 81 3. 90** 39098.5 4. 16** 
9398. 3 22799.6 7815. 5 9390.9 
280803. 6 58.45** 42323.85 7.65** 56509. 25 8. 14** 389010. 74. 04** 
11720. 38 2.42** 10357.67 1.87* 10059. 65 1. 44 11981.56 2. 28** 
4804. 5 5527.4 6942. 8 5254.8 
Mean score 
Item 
39 40 41 42 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
506.35 1.45 1000.26 1.41 787.82 2.66** 877.46 2.65** 
347.1 705.4 296.8 330.09 
386.59 1.53 224.64 .84 311.43 1.06 720.05 1.97 
417.73 1.66 303.5 1.13 281.47 .97 361.87 .99 
251.7 266.8 291.9 365.2 
Table 6- (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df MS 
43 
F MS 
44 
F 
Teaching center (A) 43 29629. 96 3. 33** 30857. 33 2 .44** 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 8906. 12599. 3 
Judges (C) 1 72960. 38 17. 88** 199728. 59 .35** 
Centers by Judges (AC) 43 11540. 38 2. 82** 11875. 47 3 .52** 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^,) (error) 33 4081. 1 3365. 5 
Table 7. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df 
43 
MS F 
44 
MS F 
Teaching center (A) 43 1013.4 3.75** 1086.83 3.34** 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 270.2 325.3 
Judges (C) 1 898.59 2.40 832.23 3.94 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 416.19 1.13 424.60 2.00 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^) (error) 33 373.9 211.4 
lie 
Mean score 
Item 
45 46 47 48 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
28013.38 2.17* 
12872.2 
294196.8 54.95** 
12812.70 2.39** 
5354.5 
22388.98 1.67 
13375. 
624912. 102.02** 
15271.65 2.49** 
6125.2 
27732.68 2.04* 
13554.9 
16354.67 4.07 
8571.8 2.13* 
4018.2 
39751.63 2.68** 
14805. 
5700.97 .71 
14571.47 1.83 
7972.9 
Mean score 
Item 
45 46 47 48 
M S F M S F M S F M S F  
1142.76 3.52** 968.9 3.30** 360.92 1.37 629.73 1.68 
324.5 
.10 
352.68 
.0002 
.79 
293.17 
111.43 
420.58 
.240 
.90 
262.2 
16.88 
121.91 
.11 
.76 
374.7 
217.46 
340.55 
.53 
.84 
414.02 465.15 159.6 403.4 
Ill 
Table 6. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df MS 
49 
F MS 
50 
F 
Teaching center (A) 43 45534. 90 2. 56** 55414. 66 4. 26** 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 17782. 9 12980 
Judges (C) 1 264495. 2 23. 70** 448631. 6 46. 09** 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 26311. 55 2. 36** 30290. 1 3. 11** 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^) (error) 33 11160. 4 9732. 6 
Table 7. (Continued) 
Mean score 
Item 
Source df MS 
49 
F MS 
50 
F 
Teaching center (A) 43 898. 90 2. 27** 913. 78 1.82* 
Teachers within centers 
(B) (error) 33 394. 35 500. 8 
Judges (C) 1 568. 93 2. 81 16. 23 .05 
Centers by judges (AC) 43 206. 26 1. 02 427. 06 1.32 
Teachers within centers 
by judges (B^y^,) (error) 33 202. 23 322. 6 
